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Organisation of the meeting

Meeting:







3GPP TSG RAN WG2 #66bis
Meeting location:





Los Angeles, USA
Duration:







Monday 29.06.2009 - Friday 03.07.2009
Host:








North American Friends of 3GPP
TSG RAN WG2 Chairman:


Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung)


email: Gert.vanLieshout@samsung.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Richard Burbidge (RIM)




email:
Richard.Burbidge@rim.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Etienne Chaponniere (Qualcomm)


email:
echaponn@qualcomm.com
TSG RAN WG2 Secretary:


Joern Krause (ETSI MCC)




email: 
Joern.Krause@etsi.org
Email reflector:





3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG

Technical documents:



ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_66bis/Docs
Ad hocs:







Parallel ad hoc held (see agenda item 2.1) on







- LTE user plane (Annex A, Tue): chaired by Richard Burbidge
No joint ad hocs with other WGs were held.
next meetings:





TSG RAN WG2 #67,

04.08. - 08.08.2009
Shenzhen, China










TSG RAN #45,



26.09. - 29.09.2009
Seville, Spain
Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #66bis was held in Los Angeles, USA, co-located with RAN WG1 and WG4. The RAN WG2 meeting had 1 parallel session: LTE user plane (UP) on Tue (see Annex A or R2-092603). All other topics were treated in the main session. No UTRA only aspects were considered at RAN2 #66bis.
· 193 participants (registered before the meeting: 239)
· 493 Tdocs allocated with 472 available contributions.
· 40 incoming liaison statements (3 related to UTRA, 18 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 19 on joint aspects): 8 received during RAN2 #66bis, 9 LSs were not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67.
· 16 outgoing liaison statements (0 related to UTRA, 10 on LTE; and 6 on joint aspects, 1 of 16 agreed by email)
· 16 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #66bis (see Annex G)
· Introduction of REL-9 stage 3 RAN2 specifications planned for RAN #45 therefore CRs were possible to all RAN2 specifications.

· LTE REL-8 maintenance is decreasing.

· It is planned to collect LTE-Advanced relay architecture proposals in a separate TR (details to be discussed with RAN3, RAN2 rapporteur so far: Magnus Lindström (Ericsson)).
· Among 111 change requests (CRs) in total: 26 CRs (2 for UTRA specs, 24 for LTE specs) were agreed in principle. They will be (re)submitted to RAN2 #67 for final agreement.
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 meeting RAN WG2 #66bis on Monday morning 29.06.2009 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host the North American Friends of 3GPP Don Zelmer (AT&T) welcomed the delegates to Los Angeles, USA and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms:
Main RAN2 room:
Sierra Ballroom C (ground floor), planned for 170-200 participants, Mon-Fri

RAN2 ad hoc room:
Sierra Ballroom A (ground floor), planned for 60 participants, Mon-Thu
Other RAN WGs:
same location:
RAN1: Sierra Ball room D (ground floor) + ad hoc rooms
RAN4: Sierra Ball room B (ground floor) + ad hoc rooms
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
General: Agenda / Organisation
2.1
Approval of the proposed agenda
R2-093625:
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #66bis, Los Angeles, USA, 29.06.-03.07.2009
Samsung (RAN2 chairman)
 Agenda
=>
Approved

=> Thanks to those companies that submitted their contributions on time. For others, please improve.
Schedule as it was finally carried out:
	Day
	Main RAN2 room
plenary & LTE CP
	RAN2 ad hoc room
LTE UP

	Monday morning
	Joint:

AI 1 Opening

AI 2 Agenda/reporting
AI 3.1 LSin joint UMTS/LTE
AI 3.2 LSin LTE
AI 4.1.1 REL-8 Inter-RAT mobility
	-

	Monday afternoon
	Joint:

AI 4.1.1 REL-8 Inter-RAT mobility (cont.)

AI 4.1.2 REL-8 Home-(e)NB

AI 4.1.3 REL-8 Other

AI 4.2.1.1 REL-9 Home-(e)NB: Inbound mobility to CSG cell
	-

	Tuesday morning
	LTE CP:

AI 5.8 REL-8 LTE RRC

AI 5.9 REL-8 LTE Cell selection/reselection
AI 6.7.1 REL-9 TEI9 LTE CP
	LTE UP:

AI 5.3 REL-8 LTE MAC
AI 5.4 REL-8 LTE RLC

AI 5.6 REL-8 LTE UE capabilities

AI 6.7.1 REL-9 TEI9 LTE UP

	Tuesday afternoon
	LTE CP:
AI 6.7.1 REL-9 TEI9 LTE CP (cont.)

Other:

AI 6.2 IMS emergency calls over LTE
AI 4.2.1.2 REL-9 Home-(e)NB: Hybrid cells
AI 4.2.2 REL-9 SI Minimization of drive tests
	LTE UP:

AI 6.7.1 REL-9 TEI9 LTE UP (cont.)

	Wednesday morning
	Joint:

AI 6.1 REL-9 LCS for LTE
	-

	Wednesday afternoon
	Joint:

AI 6.3 REL-9 MBMS over LTE
	-

	Thursday morning
	Joint:
AI 6.5 REL-9 PWS

AI 6.6 REL-9 Vocoder rate adaptation for LTE
AI 6.8 REL-9 Self-Organizing Networks (SON)

AI 7.1 REL-9 SI LTE-A: TP to 36.912

AI 7.2 REL-9 SI LTE-A: Evaluation of RAN2 enhancements
	-

	Thursday afternoon
	Joint:
AI 7.3 REL-9 SI LTE-A: Carrier Aggregation

AI 7.4 REL-9 SI LTE-A: Relays

AI 7.6 REL-9 SI LTE-A: TP for ITU-R
	-

	Friday
	Joint:

AI 5.1 REL-8 LTE General
AI 8 Leftovers from LTE

AI 9 LSout LTE

AI 10 AoB
	-


Not treated agenda items (AI):

4.2.1.3 REL-9 Home-(e)NB: Other

6.4 REL-9 LTE Home-eNB enhancements

7.5 REL-9 SI LTE-A: COMP

Larger parts of the agenda item not treated:

4.2.2 REL-9 SI SI Minimization of drive tests (<50% treated)
6.3.1 REL-9 MBMS over LTE: stage 2 36.300 (<50% treated)

6.3.3 REL-9 MBMS over LTE: User Plane (about 50% treated)

6.5 REL-9 PWS (<50% treated)

7.3 REL-9 SI LTE-A: Carrier Aggregation (<20% treated)

7.4 REL-9 SI LTE-A: Relays (<50% treated)

Agenda items without input documents:

4.2.3 REL-9 Other

5.1.2 REL-8 LTE General: Other

5.2 eNB measurements (36.314)

5.8.5 REL-8 LTE RRC: Inter-eNB signalling

2.2
Minutes of previous meeting
R2-093626:
Draft report of RAN2 #66, San Francisco, USA,  04.05.-08.05.2009
ETSI MCC
Report
=>
Comments can be provided until Thursday evening of the meeting.

=>
No comments received; final version agreed in R2-094087

2.3
Reporting from other meetings

Reporting from RAN#44

Early support for UMTS->LTE Inter-RAT mobility:
During RAN#44, quite extensive discussions on the issue of “early UE support for UMTS->LTE mobility” took place. In the end it was decided to go for the proposal from RP-090584 which means that UMTS Rel-8 remains to be the baseline for supporting mobility with LTE, but RAN2 is requested to make all features identified in RP-090584, and potentially more based on further analysis, optional for the UE to support. This means that RAN2 will have to answer the following questions before the following RAN meeting:
1) Which features (in addition to the ones identified in RP-090584) should be made optional
2) For each of the identified features, how do we make it optional (i.e. allow already existing capability bit (if existing) to be set to FALSE, link to existing optional feature, introduce new feature support bit, or make optional without network aware).
In order to come to CR’s for RAN#45, QC was so kind to accept coordinating an email discussion [66#33] up to RAN2#66bis. At RAN#66bis we will check the progress of this email discussion but no final decisions will be taken given that not all UMTS experts might be present. Probably an email discussion will continue afterwards up to RAN2#67. [Section 4.1.1] 
Support for different bands for Dual-Cell HSDPA (Rel-9):
RAN2 is to bring to the next RAN  a proposal on how to capture the release independent aspects related to this WI (band combinations), e.g. as part of 25.307 or in a new specification.
Minimisation of drive tests (Rel-9):
Guidance received from RAN to RAN2 is that:

1) As already captured in the TR, this SI should not duplicate functionality also possible to provided based on SON
2) Focus of the SI remains the identification of potential measurements that are considered sufficiently useful. Discussions on transport of the information (e.g. control plane or user plane) are not in the scope of the SI. 
Approved new WI’s with RAN2 as primary responsible:
RP-090649: New WI; Proposed WID on "Public Warning System (PWS) RAN aspects" [Section 6.5] 
RP-090660: WI Proposal: Vocoder rate adaptation for LTE [Section 6.6]
Reporting from SA#44

Vocoder rate adaptation
TSG-RAN submitted the LS to SA on the new WI: Vocoder rate adaptation approved in RAN#44. It was identified that the scope of the WI should be limited and clarified to complete the WI within Release 9 timeframe. SA suggestions were summarised and captured in LS SP-090461.

Release 10 time plan
Tentatively stage 1 freezing date for Release 10 is March 2010. 
2.4
Other

R2-093658:
RAN WG2 compendium v4.0
ETSI MCC
Info
=>
For information; noted (especially new comers are requested to read)
For information: main Rel-9 WIs with RAN2 impact:

	Main Rel-9 WI/SI’s
	RAN Tdoc
	Lead WG
	WI or SI
	RAN2 Agenda
	Planning w.r.t. RAN delivery
	Remarks

	UMTS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DC-HSDPA MIMO 
	RP-090332
	1
	WI
	10.1
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#44 Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#45
	

	DC-HSUPA 
	RP-090014
	1
	WI
	10.2
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#44 Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#46
	

	DB-HSDPA 
	RP-090015
	4
	WI
	10.5
	All CR’s: RAN#45
	Should only impact RAN2 UE capability signaling after RAN4 has confirmed feasibility

	2msTTI coverage enhancements
	RP-090333

	1
	WI
	10.5
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	First RAN1 has to select solution

	TxAA nonMIMO 
	RP-090013
	1
	WI
	10.5
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#44 Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#45
	Minor impact expected

	UMTS + LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Home-(e)NB enhancements
	RP-090351
	2
	WI
	4.2.1

6.4 - LTE

10.3 – UMTS
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	SA decided (SA-090237): No VPLMN-autonomous CSG roaming support for Release 9

	Drive test minimization
	RP-090341
	2
	SI
	4.2.2
	1st TR: RAN#44 

2ndTR: RAN#45
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positioning
	RP-080995
	2
	WI
	6.1
	Stage-2:

1st TS in RAN#44

2nd TS in RAN#45

LPP:

1st TS in RAN#45

2nd TS in RAN#46
	WI already approved RAN#42

	IMS Emergency
	RP-081140
	2
	WI
	6.2
	Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#45
	WI already approved RAN#42

	MBMS over LTE
	RP-090619
	2
	WI
	6.3
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#45

Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#46
	Major effort expected

	Public Warning System
	RP-090649
	2
	WI
	6.5
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	Any impact on RAN2 ?

	Vocoder Adaptation
	RP-090660

SP-090461
	2
	WI
	6.6
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#45
	Impacted Stage-3 specifications depend on selected solution

	U-TDOA 
	RP-090354
	2
	WI
	-
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	Probably not in RAN2 before September (if at all)

	SON 
	RP-090162
	3
	WI
	6.6
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#45
	Might have some limited impact on RAN2

	SU-Dual Layer beamforming


	RP-090359
	1
	WI
	6.6
	Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#46
	Not before RAN#44 in RAN2


3
Incoming liaisons
3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
Rel-8: CSG

R2-093656:
LS on Integrity protection of NAS messages that alter the allowed CSG list
REL-8
HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB)
(S3-091167; to: CT1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Vodafone)
SA3
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
Chairman assumes there is no layer conflict for UMTS: the CN is in control of the SMC execution. So for both LTE and UMTS this solution should be fine. QC agrees. Already today there is requirements for certain NAS messages to be integrity protected.

=>
Will sent a small response LS, LS will be drafted by Vodafone in R2-094029
R2-093630:
LS on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection
REL-8
HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB), EHNB-RAN2
(C6-090159; to: CT1, SA1, CT, SA2; cc: SA, CT4, RAN2; contact: Sagem)
CT6
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Response from SA1 in R2-093646; Noted, no LS answer
R2-093646:
Reply LS to C6-090159 = R2-093630 on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection
REL-8
HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB), EHNB-RAN2
(S1-091396; to: CT6, CT1, CT, SA2; cc: SA, CT4, RAN2; contact: Sagem)
SA1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
Rel-8: CSFB

R2-093631:
Reply LS to C1-091198 =R2-091988 on "possible AS impacts from UE mode operation"
REL-8
GELTE
(GP-090952; to: CT1, RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Huawei)
GERAN1
Note: RAN2 #65bis postponed an LS answer to R2-091988;
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

-
Huawei proposes that we respond to this LS from the next RAN2 meeting.

-
NSN assumes this LS is no longer relevant since we go for the “disabling UE capability” solution. If we want to reply, we could just indicate that this deprioritisation is no longer no the table. Ericsson agrees, but Ericsson would like to have a reply.

-
Huawei wonders if there is not more work to do for GERAN. We could inform this separately in future LS’s if there is anything to do. NSN thinks in general there is very little AS impact.

-
TMO wonders if there is a problem with this lowest priority case in GERAN. Can check offline if there is a problem with that case (would it lead to equal priority RAT’s), and if so indicate this in the LS.

=>
Will sent small response LS indicating that deprioritisation is no longer considered, and instead we disable the LTE capability, LS will be drafted by Huawei in R2-094030
R2-093644:
Response LS to S2-091781 = R2-092007 and R2-092704 on CS domain and IM CN subsystem selection principles
REL-8
LTE-L23
(S1-091360; to: CT1, SA2, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093649:
LS on Principles for voice domain selection
REL-8
LTE-L23
(S2-094238; to: CT1, SA1, RAN2, GERAN; cc: -; contact: NSN)
SA2
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
This solution-2 from S2-093264 seems mainly a CT1/SA2 issue, not primarily our issue.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093650:
Reply LS to C1-092264 = R2-092805 on CSFB configuration
REL-8
SAES-CSFB
(S2-094239; to: CT1; cc:RAN2; contact: Samsung)
SA2
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
Other Rel-8

R2-093651:
Reply LS to R2-092696 on potential ETWS security threat in UTRAN
REL-8
ETWS
(S3-091054; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1, GERAN2; contact: Ericsson)
SA3
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

-
There are contributions available on this subject

=>
Will respond to indicate progress of this meeting, LS will be drafted by Ericsson in R2-094031
R2-093634:
LS on reselection from GERAN to E-UTRAN
REL-8
GELTE
(GP-091070; to: RAN2, SA1; cc: SA2; contact: RIM)
GERAN
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

Reselection without E-UTRA NCL

-
TMO thinks there should be no reselection without any network NCL.

-
RIM clarifies that this proposal was mainly to target the case where a GSM network was not upgraded yet with E-UTRA NCL (early deployment issue).

-
For UTRAN we do not have this.

-
NTT DCM thinks it is operator responsibility to update the networks as required. TMO agrees.

-
Vdf recognises that the concerned situation could arise (non upgraded GSM network). Note that we will have cell selection in any case (only if you loose 2G/3G).

-
NSN agrees that minimum update of legacy network will be required. NSN sees no reason for a new mechanism.

=>
Will indicate that this should not be supported.

Reselection penalty timer (CSFB)

Reselection penalty timer (emergency call)

-
GERAN could at release of the CS call send dedicated priorities with a timer limit.

=>
Should indicate this in response.

=>
Should sent small response LS, LS will be drafted by T-Mobile in R2-094032
R2-093639:
Reply LS to C1-092235 = R2-092803 on preventing inter-RAT HO from UTRAN to E-UTRAN REL-8
LTE-L23
(R3-091489; to: CT1, SA2; cc: SA1,RAN2; contact: Vodafone)
RAN3
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
Note: Attached REL-8 CR R3-091490 was approved at RAN #44.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Rel-9: CSG

R2-093641:
Response LS to RP-090358 = R2-092002 on Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
(R4-091733; to: RAN; cc: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN4
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
Note: Answer to ITU-R was already sent.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093628:
LS on Network Based Solutions for Active Mode Inbound Mobility to H(e)NB Cells
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
(R3-091460; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
submitted to RAN2 #66 as R2-092814 but not treated there;
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
NEC contribution in R2-093766 discusses what to report.

=>
Noted, LS answer postponed (depending on progress)
R2-093627:
LS on unavoidability of PCI Collision in the presence of HeNBs
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
(R3-091399; to: RAN2, RAN1; cc: RAN4; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
submitted to RAN2 #66 as R2-092813 but not treated there;
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

-
Panasonic thinks that the first bullet, where no UE hears 2 PCI’s at the same time, is PCI confusion, not collision.

-
PCI confusion: same PCI in different locations in one macro cell coverage

-
PCI collision: same PCI used twice in one location (by 2 different cells)

-
NSN thinks PCI collision is not possible. OAM/receiver in HNB should make sure this does not happen. No action for the specification.

-
QC thinks that PCI collision in case 1 bullet, could be solved with help of the UE. E.g. if the UE sees 2 different cells with the same PCI, the UE could report this.

-
NSN would like to have response from RAN1 first on PCI collisions. 

-
NSN sees a relation to minimization of drive tests

-
Huawei/Ericsson would like to see response from RAN1. Ericsson would also like to understand the frequency of the problem before deciding on any action.

-
QC thinks that the RAN1 and RAN2 parts are quite independent. Ericsson thinks we only have the PCI collision problem, but not all UE’s might detect this.

-
The frequency of the problem is determined by how often the existing mechanisms would fail (vendor input), and the expected deployments (operator input). 

-
NTT DCM thinks this might e.g. depend on whether there will be performance requirements for the eNB receiver.

=>
Can see at next meeting (based on further info) whether we take action. Noted, LS answer postponed.
R2-093629:
LS on PCI/PSC range for hybrid H(e)NB cells
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
(R3-091461; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3
submitted to RAN2 #66 as R2-092815 but not treated there;
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

-
NSN thinks the question for RAN2 is whether the UE should be made aware of this range or not (e.g. for cell reselection reasons). There are separate contributions on this.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093645:
Reply LS to R2-093571 on Terminology for Hybrid cells
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
(S1-091385; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Samsung)
SA1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
TMO wonders why the CR’s indicate that closed/hybrid cells are only used by home cells. This is not the RAN2 status. I.e. we have never indicated that these concepts are limited for home cells. NSN confirms that from RAN2 point of view we have never limited. However this is not really an issue.

-
Vdf thinks we have to use slightly different definitions in our specifications (e.g. CSG cel, Hybrid cell).

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Other Rel-9

R2-093648:
Response LS to R2-092698 and C1-092266 = R2-092806 on Emergency Call Support Indication on BCCH
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
(S2-094152; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA2
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

-
RAN2 has to agree whether this are bits per PLMN or jointly. NSN wonders how this works if the UE would indicate one PLMN (selected PLMN), and the eNB selects another one that supports emergency calls.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Late LSs received during RAN2 #66bis:
The following 3 LSs were not treated (therefore they will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67):
R2-093660
RF Parameters for OMA Diagnostics and Monitoring
REL-9
FS_NGN_min_drive-tests


(OMA-LS_817_from_DM; to: RAN2; cc: RAN, RAN3, SA5; contact: ATT)
OMA Device Management WG

RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

R2-093662
LS on Introduction of the Operator CSG List
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

(C1-093161; to: SA1; cc: SA2, RAN2; contact: Telecom Italia)
CT1

no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
R2-093664
LS response to R3-091399  = R2-093627 for PCI collision
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

(R1-092864; to: RAN3, RAN2; cc: RAN4; contact: Huawei)
RAN1

no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
3.2
LTE relevance

Rel-8

R2-093652:
Reply LS to R2-092676, R3-091008 = R2-092726, C1-091945 = R2-092802 on Update on Concurrent Running of Security Procedures
REL-8
LTE-L23
(S3-091071; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NSN)
SA3
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093654:
Reply LS to R2-093600 on UE Capability Transfer during inter-RAT handover
REL-8
LTE-L23
(S3-091139; to: RAN2, GERAN, GERAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Nokia)
SA3
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

-
NSN intends to have contribution for storing the mapped key in the SRVCC case for the coming UMTS meeting.
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093632:
Reply LS R2-093585 on cell change order to E-UTRAN
REL-8
GELTE
(GP-091017; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: HTC)
GERAN2
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>
Noted (this is what we hoped for), no LS answer
R2-093633:
LS on treatment of Not Allowed E-UTRAN cells
REL-8
GELTE
(GP-091050; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: RIM)
GERAN1
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

-
TMO would prefer alt A, but it is more a RAN4 question

-
RIM explains that 36.133 indicates for E-UTRA->E-UTRA that the UE does not measure on blacklisted cells (i.e. behaviour B). TMO indicates that this means that at country-boarders there is no protection of the cells of the other PLMN w.r.t. interference. TMO thinks that maybe this should be reconsidered for Rel-9.

-
For non-allowed CSG cells, we current assume the UE can ignore them (IFRI always like “reselection allowed”) i.e. alternative B. However not sure yet what it will be for Rel-9.

=>
Can indicate the current behaviour for Rel-8 for both cases is B).

=>
Can indicate that the Rel-8 behaviour for non-allowed CSG cells still is a bit under discussion

=>
Can indicate that the discussion w.r.t. Rel-9 is still ongoing.

=>
Will see response LS in R2-094034 which will be drafted by RIM
R2-093635:
Reply LS to R2-092700 on transfer of inter-RAT handover to E-UTRA message REL-8 GELTE
(GP-091074; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
GERAN2
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>
Noted; so little motivation for further enhancements for the GERAN->EUTRAN handover. No LS answer.
R2-093659:
LS on RLC UM for RF testing
REL-8
LTE-UEConTest_RF
(R5-093325; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Agilent)
RAN5
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
QC wonders if we could provide suppression of RLC-AM responses ? Ericsson thinks it will be difficult to suppress RLC-AM since it will stall the transmitter.

-
RIM thinks that RAN4 might not care about “incorrect RLC-UM operation”. So as long as it is implemented, this might be sufficient ? QC would like to think a bit more about this before agreeing. Do we want to implement “broken” functionality.

-
Ericsson agrees with RIM that this might be possible for this case. However Ericsson proposes to first wait for the RAN4 response.

-
ALU thinks it would be good to respond quite quickly given this is Rel-8 testing.

-
Anritsu clarified that the data transport is in both cases. Anritsu thinks it would be good to run test cases only with fully supported features.

-
Ericsson thinks RLC-UM is mandatory to implement, and sees no problem with using it in these test cases. However if RAN4 has no problems with going to RLC-AM, then that is also fine.

=>
Noted (wait to see if RAN4 has problems with using RLC-AM), no LS answer
R2-093640:
LS on QCI concept interpretation
REL-8
LTE-L23
(R3-091494; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, CT1, CT4; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN3
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>
Noted
Rel-9: LCS for LTE
R2-093636:
LS on Framework for OTDOA Positioning in LTE
REL-9
LCS_LTE
(R1-092281; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093637:
LS on AOA+TA positioning
REL-9
LCS_LTE
(R1-092282; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: CATT)
RAN1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093647:
LS on Support of multiple locations sessions for a UE at any one time
REL-9
LCS_LTE
(S2-094102; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1; contact: Huawei)
SA2
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

-
There are contributions on this

=>
Will sent response LS based on further discussion in R2-094035, will be drafted by Huawei
Rel-9: IMS Emergency Calls over LTE
R2-093655:
Reply LS to R2-093584 on IMS emergency call
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
(S3-091159; to: RAN2; cc: CT1, RAN3, SA2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
SA3
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

-
NSN wonders about the last question (authentication during call). ALU assumes that anyway this is already supported by RAN2 (change of algorithm during intra-cell handover).
=>
Noted, no LS answer
Rel-9: Vocoder rate adaptation for LTE
R2-093657:
Reply LS to RP-090664 on Vocoder Rate Adaptation for LTE
REL-9
LTEimp-Vocoder
(SP-090461; to: RAN, SA2, SA4, CT1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
SA
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
Note: RAN #44 approved a corresponding WI in RP-090660

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Rel-9: SI LTE Advanced
R2-093653
Reply LS to R2-092711 on security aspects on Relay-node type 1
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
(S3-091113; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, SA2; contact: Ericsson)
SA3
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?

-
Ericsson would prefer to not respond now, but only respond if we have more information. Next SA3 meeting is next week.

=>
Noted: Intention is to respond at our next RAN2 meeting. LS answer postponed.
Late LSs received during RAN2 #66bis:
R2-093663:
LS on SSAC requirement
REL-9
SSAC
(C1-093163; to: SA1; cc: RAN2; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
CT1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
NTT DCM thinks we can still focus on IDLE mode SSAC

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-093665:
LS on Vocoder Rate Adaptation for LTE
REL-9
LTEimp-Vocoder
(S4-090534; to: RAN2, SA2; cc: CT1; contact: Ericsson)
SA4
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
The following 3 LSs were not treated (therefore they will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67):

R2-093661
Reply LS to GP-090952 = R2-093631 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation
REL-8
LTE-L23


(C1-092817; to: GERAN1; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Qualcomm)
CT1


no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

R2-093666
LS Request for Link Level Trace Files
REL-9
Improved Video Support (IVS)


(S4-090569; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
SA4


RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted ?

R2-093667
LS Request for Information on MBMS and PSS
REL-9
Improved Video Support (IVS)


(S4-090570; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1; contact: ETRI)
SA4


RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted ?
3.3
UMTS relevance

Note:
As there is no UTRA session at RAN2 #66bis LSs of agenda item 3.3 will not treated and will be resubmitted to 

RAN2 #67.

Dual-Cell HSUPA:

R2-093638:
LS on DC-HSUPA physical layer parameters and RAN1 agreements
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
(R1-092287; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

Support for different bands for Dual-Cell HSDPA:

R2-093642:
LS on Band Combination Handling for Dual-Band Dual-Cell HSDPA
REL-9
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
(R4-092072; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: RAN; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

R2-093643:
LS on Feasibility of Region 3 Band Combinations for Dual Band DC-HSDPA
REL-9 RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
(R4-092074; to: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

4
UMTS/LTE joint session
Contributions submitted under this agenda item will be handled in a joint UMTS/LTE session. Documents should focus on Stage-2 aspects common for both UTRA and E-UTRA.
4.1
Release 8

4.1.1
Inter-RAT mobility UMTS<->LTE
Note that stage-3 proposals specific for LTE should be submitted under 5.8.4.

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#33] Optionality of UMTS Rel6,7,8 features for enabling “lite UMTS->LTE mobility “[QC]

Report of email discussion on early support of UMTS->LTE mobility [#33]
R2-093766:
Report of email discussion [66#33] on early support for UMTS->LTE inter-RAT mobility Qualcomm Europe
Report
-
Panasonic indicates that some of their suggested are not captured:


a) E-DPCCH power boosting (rel-7 signalling; rel-8 mandatory to support)


b) SI trigger when the UE grant <> 0

-
In addition Panasonic thinks priority based reselection mechanisms should be considered for optionality.

-
Vdf points out that some of their comments were not included. E.g. we should not make everything optional (e.g. additional security algorithms), but still somehow reflect that the intention is to support them asap. Ericsson agrees with this. Can be considered in the further discussions.

-
CATT indicates that TDSCDMA is mainly based on Rel-5 and Rel7.  So CATT would like to ensure that any new optionality indicator does not impact TDSCMA Rel-7. Ericsson agrees that TDD aspects should be considered.

=>
Ericsson proposes that the email discussion should come up with a draft CR for all changes to Rel-7 ASN.1. Email discussion should focus on that.

=>
Continue email discussion EMAIL DISC (see [66b#3]), with focus on Rel-7 ASN.1 impact. But ofcourse other aspects can also be continue to discuss. At least one output should be this draft Rel-7 CR. Also impact on LTE Rel-8 (if any) should be identified with highest priority.

R2-094020:
Optionality of Absolute priority based reselection in UTRA/ GERAN
Panasonic
-
Proposal is that both 2) and 3) are made optional, and then for both common and dedicated priorities.

=>
Noted (no immediate response); can be further discussed in email discussion.
Other

R2-093829:
Stage 2 clarification regarding SRVCC
Samsung
CR
36.300
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

Renaming CR’s

=>
Will see update (mainly coversheet) or 36.300 CR in R2-094036

=>
Will see update (mainly coversheet) or 36.331 CR in R2-094037

SRVCC indicator

-
NSN thinks the 1st and 2nd case can be handled identical from source-eNB point of view. However if source does not know whether the target supports DTM, then the source could include both containers. Whether 1 or 2 values are present for the SRVCC indicator could be decided by RAN3. NSN thinks the first case is a bit strangely written in the RAN3 specifications. NSN thinks no LS is needed and is happy to coordinate input to RAN3.

-
Samsung is fine to not address this now in stage-2, but would like to have this captured in stage-2 after RAN3/SA2 progress.

=>
This aspect we note and leave to RAN3/SA2 for now

R2-094036:
Correction regarding SRVCC
Samsung
CR
36.300
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
In principle agreed
R2-094037:
Correction regarding SRVCC
Samsung
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

- 
There was one offline comment that it would be nice to also aline 25.331. Samsung will bring corresponding CR next meeting.

=>
In principle agreed

R2-093834:
START value usage
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

-
Proposed outgoing LS in R2-093835

-
Ericsson agrees with the NSN analysis and conclusion. Ericsosn thinks that what detailed mechanism and from what release on could be left to GERAN.

-
QC wonders about the CS handover GERAN->UTRAN ? NSN explains that in that case the START value/UMTS UE capability acquisition is already supported

=>
Conclusion is confirmed

R2-093837:
Disabling E-UTRA capabilities and support indication without a USIM
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, HTC Corporation
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
CATT thinks in the tabuler, CATT proposes “absence means UE does not support LTE or valid USIM is not inserted. Nokia is fine with this change.

-
Ericsson wonders about the GERAN and CDMA2000 spec’s ? Are we also going to add that there ? Ericsson therefore assumes this CR is not needed. In addition, for Rel-9 we again have to fix this. So Ericsson thinks this CR is not really needed. TMO agrees with Ericsson.

-
HTC is planning to bring similar CR’s to GERAN in the next GERAN meeting.

-
RIM thinks it might not be so good to have it in multiple spec’s. However it is true that it is a bit hidden now in 36.304. E.g. it could be read as only relevant for IDLE mode reselection.

-
TMO thinks it is sufficiently clear already.

-
Samsung proposed  a separate section in 36.331 one year ago. However it is a bit late now.

=>
Noted (consider no further clarification needed)

R2-093985:
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities without a USIM
HTC Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
25.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Noted (same issues as previous document)
R2-093960:
Normative Dedicated Cell Reselection
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

-
Ericsson questions what the proposal is ? Is it just to show that with some appropriate network configuration, the indicated problems can be solved (i.e. no specific network configuration is mandated) ? NTT DCM confirms.

-
Nokia agrees that the current specifications are in alignment with the examples.

-
Panasonic thinks supporting legacy in UMTS and priority inter-RAT with LTE is important to support. Panasonic would like to sent an LS to GERAN to ensure that this mix is also supported by GERAN. Ericsson thinks this can be brought up in GERAN directly. TMO agrees with Ericsson.

=>
Confirm that the examples provided are aligned with current specified UE behaviour.
R2-093962:
Measurement Parameter Alignment between UMTS and LTE
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

-
Nokia agrees this needs to be fixed. They are ok with alt1. Also Ericsson agrees this needs to be fixed. Ericsson thinks an alternative solution might be to only describe the offset in 25.304.

=>
Agree that this needs to be corrected.

=>
CR is agreed in principle in R2-094040

R2-093987:
Clarification on signalling connection initialisation upon HO to UTRAN HTC Corporation Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Nokia thinks this is already sufficiently clear. Also Ericsson thinks no clarification is really needed.

Proposal 2:

-
HTC thinks in SRVCC, the PS RAB is replaced by a CS RAB. Ericsson agrees we could have a handover where only the CS RAB survives. NSN wonders if this means the default RB is released at handover ?

After offline discussion:

-
HTC clarifies that the offline consensus was that:


for GERAN, it should be based on GERAN message type. In E-UTRAN it should be based on RAB info.

-
So this means that there are cases from LTE->UMTS where are the handover there is only a CS signalling connection. HTC confirms.

-
QC wonders about CSFB ? So if there is no CS RAB yet, there has to be a PS RAB ? HTC confirms: so for handover from LTE->UMTS, we do not support the non-RAB case.

-
NSN wonders about e.g. UTRAN -> UTRAN case.

	Agreement on signalling connections after handover to UMTS:

a) from GERAN, it should be based on GERAN message type. 
b) from E-UTRAN it should be based on RAB info

     - i.e. for UE there is no case of no RAB’s


=>
HTC will bring CR to next meeting.
R2-093989:
Clarification on signalling connection initialisation upon HO to UTRAN HTC Corporation CR 25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

Not available/Too late/Withdrawn
R2-093838
Introduction of feature group support definitions for mobility from UTRA to EUTRA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

4.1.2
Home-(e)NB
Only stage-2 proposals will be discussed here. Note that stage-3 proposals specific for LTE should be submitted under 5.8/5.9.

R2-093752:
National roaming problem for Rel-8 CSG mobiles
Huawei
Disc
HomePLMN CSG

-
Specific case Huawei is wondering about is not using ePLMN.

-
TMO thinks ePLMN would solve this problem already. TMO thinks that national roaming is often using ePLMN configuration.

-
Huawei wonders if ePLMN’s are part of RPLMN ? TMO thinks that it is logical that for reselection all ePLMN’s are handled the same, so then also for manual CSG selection they should be handled the same.

-
Infineon wonders if ePLMN’s would not increase the problem ?

-
Huawei wonders if this is really a RAN2 issue ?

-
HTC thinks that we said for Rel-8 we have a clear split between PLMN selection and manual CSG selection. This are 2 steps. So if the UE wants to manually select a certain CSG cell, it first has to select the PLMN and then the CSG. Huawei thinks the user would not realise this.

-
So 4 solutions on the table in the home country:


1) HPLMN only (as in R2-093752)


2) RPLMN including ePLMN’s 


3) Do nothing (i.e. user has to select correct PLMN first)


4) HPLMN + RPLMN

-
Nokia wonders if 3 is really a problem ? User interface could hide this PLMN selection. 

Two country case

-
TMO agrees that e.g. US has more than 2 MCC’s. However TMO assumes this is not urgent to consider.

After offline discussion

-
General consensus is that this does not need to be resolved for Rel-8. So in Release-8, the UE only looks in the rPLMN/selected PLMN.

-
TMO still wonders about the ePLMN’s ? Huawei assumes there is no willingness to change anything for Rel-8. Still TMO would like to understand the situation: will manual search bring up ePLMN’s ?  Ericsson thinks it will include ePLMN’s. Ericsson thinks it could be clarified in 304.

=>
Rel-8: confirm that manual search will consider cells from ePLMN’s. Huawei will bring the CR’s for the next meeting to clarify this.

=>
Vdf wonders if we agree to change something for Rel-9 ? Can be discussed separately.
4.1.3
Other
R2-093789:
Security threat with duplicate detection for ETWS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc REL-8 ETWS

-
Huawei thinks that this is not only a RAN2 decision. Also both alternatives bring quite big impact to AS specifications. Huawei thinks an alternative solution could be that when NAS finds an integrity failure, it informs AS to remove the concerning message from the duplication detection buffer. Ericsson has not studied this solution in detail, but it seems to look even more complex. E.g. could there be timing problems related to the clearing ?

-
Nokia supports the Ericsson proposed way forward. It quite nicely removes this double duplication detection.

-
23.041 includes the ETWS requirements. ST-Ericsson assumes that so far inter-RAT duplicate detection has not been specified (i.e. nothing at NAS level).

-
NTT DCM thinks there is one general statement in 23.401 w.r.t. duplicate detection.

-
NTT DCM is in principle fine with the way forward as proposed by Ericsson, and leave a bit more of the duplicate detection to UE implementation. However they would like some more time to check this.

-
RIM thinks that if the motivation for this change is that the duplication detection should be done after integrity verification, than at least this part of the duplication detection should be clearly captured somewhere.

After offline discussion:

-
It was not possible to come to a common understanding. Some companies are comfortable with removing the duplicate detection, some are not.

-
Ericsson clarifies that UMTS has decided to remove duplicate detection per PLMN. In LTE there is still duplicate detection per PLMN.

-
Ericsson is also wondering what the implication is that the integrity does not cover the SN and Message type. So is there a larger security problem ? 

-
Huawei thinks an email would be a good way forward. Ericsson thinks it can be solved offline. NTT DCM would also prefer to do it offline.

=>
Noted
R2-093790:
Removal of ETWS duplicate detection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331 F REL-8 LTE-L23

revised in R2-094078

R2-094078
Removal of ETWS duplicate detection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
not treated
4.2
Release 9

4.2.1
Home-(e)NB enhancements (RP-090351)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090351)

Common UMTS/LTE stage-2 proposals will be discussed here. Stage-3 proposals specific for LTE should be submitted under 6.4

4.2.1.1
Inbound mobility to CSG cell

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#9] LTE-UMTS: Inbound mobility to CSG cell from LTE cell [Motorola]
=> Including results of email discussion: [66#8] LTE-UMTS: Inbound mobility to CSG cell from UMTS cell [QC]
Report of email discussion on inbound CG cell mobility from LTE cell [66#9]

R2-093920:
[66#9] LTE-UMTS: Inbound mobility to CSG cell from LTE cell
Motorola
Report

Issue 3:

-
Vdf assumes the evaluation will not be more often than e.g. once per 30s. Motorola thinks RAN4 involvement might be usefull.

Issue 5:


-
TMO indicates that also for inbound reselection to CSG cells, it only works if the cell is in the fingerprint area. So why have something different for inbound connected mode mobility ? ST-Ericsson has the same understanding.

-
NSN thinks we should not exclude inbound mobility outside a fingerprint area based on network initiation.

-
Motorola thinks we would have to define fingerprinting more accurately before we can use it. Panasonic agrees with this. 

-
TMO thinks fingerprinting is the area around a useable CSG also for reselection purposes. Nokia agrees with this.

-
Nokia thinks that if a UE has a bad fingerprint (whole country), then this will have huge battery waste as a consequence.

-
QC thinks that the situation is different for hybrid cells.

-
QC thinks that the fingerprint is more important for inter-freq.

-
Vdf thinks there might be less need for fingerprint information in connected.

-
Motorola thinks we have to be more carefull with fingerprinting now, because there is network consequences.

=>
Can look at further use case of fingerprint information

Issue 6:

- 
For now we do not capture anything

	Agreements:

1.
PCI confusion is a significant enough issue that it needs a solution

2.
We do not need to consider PCI collision as part of the inbound mobility discussion (PCI collision is somehow resolved)

3.
Most companies think it is OK to lose up to 4 voice frames for each handover evaluation as long as handover evaluation does not occur too often. However the frequency of using these gaps should be limited (acceptable limit FFS) and the gap duration should also be limited where feasible.

4.
Inbound mobility to hybrid cells as open cell is not dependant on UE fingerprint.


=>
Capture in 36.300 Annex on “inbound mobility considerations” in R2-094041

Proposed solution (i.e. gap based):

-
QC thinks intra-freq we should consider solutions where certain UE’s do not need a gap. Huawei has the same opinion. TMO also agrees with this, and thinks also for inter-freq we might not need gaps.

-
Motorola would like to agree on having gap based for intra-freq as baseline, and then we can still discussion further optimisations that would limit the usage of these gaps.

-
Ericsson would prefer 1 solution: i.e. all UE’s require gaps or all UE’s do not need gaps.
With gaps (also see UMTS)
R2-093969:
HeNB inbound handover for Rel-9 UE
NTT DOCOMO
Disc
Section 2.1:

-
Motorola agrees with this proposal.

-
NTT DCM proposal means that for a configured frequency (intra-/inter-freq), the UE always reports the cells (with PCI) that meet the event criteria regardless of access rights like in Rel-8. This would mean no filtering in the UE.

-
Huawei wonders if this proposal would not lead to many GCI gaps ? Might unless there is additional information in the report that would help the NB to determine whether to configure “GCI gaps”. NTT DCM does not exclude this.

-
NTT DCM confirms that this reporting is only applicable if a measurement is configured (and with gaps if required).  NTT DCM assumes that this principle is applicable for UMTS and LTE. Ericsson thinks that for UMTS, hybrid/closed cells need to be considered (might not be in NCL).

-
Samsung thinks that for the inter-freq case, the UE in principle only needs to report a cell is the best cell is an accessible cell. E.g. the network does not care if the best cell changed from one non-accesible cell to another non-accesible cell.

=>
For LTE we assume that the UE reports the same cells as in Rel-8 based on event evaluation. This does not exclude that the UE would report additional information for these cells (FFS).

Section 2.2.:

-
IDT thinks there should not always be a gap if there is confusion. This should not be necessary for any UE passing by. NTT DCM thinks it is up to the network to decide.

-
QC thinks the flow chart is not applicable if there is no gaps.

-
If the UE would indicate “this can be home cell/this cannot be home cell”, this could remove the need for PCI confusion handling in many cases. NTT DCM agrees that is the network is to trigger an inter-freq handover, PCI confusion resolution is indeed not needed.  However for interference coordination, this could still be usefull.

=>
If we agree on a gap-based solution, we will have to make such a flow chart.

Section 2.3

-
Vdf wonders why we need this proximity indication ? NTT DCM clarifies this is not for configuring gaps for GCI reading, but for starting the measurement on the concerning frequency.

-
IDT agrees with the proximity indication for the interfrequency case (i.e. 30s finding). TMO agrees with the NTT DCM proposal.

-
Motorola thinks we should first understand what proximity means. How accurate would the proximity indication be ? So this should be an optional step. TMO indicates that if you do not have this step, you would have to configure the gaps in the whole network.

-
QC wonders if this indicator is fundamental for inbound mobility, or is it an optimisation ? NTT DCM assumes this is fundamental because otherwise the UE cannot perform any measurement on that frequency.

=>
Can think a bit more but if we have a gap based solution, it seems quite likely we need something like this.

Section 2.4

-
Chairman assumes that preliminary access check is CSG verification.

-
NSN assumes that the primary access check is for the UE to check the CSG. This is to offload the CN. This is a preliminary necessary check. Note that the CN should always double check.

-
NSN agrees that the reason is not to prevent UE’s to report cells (at least not from NSN point of view).

-
So SIB1 reading is not only for confusion handling, but also for UE preliminary access check.

=>
For both UMTS and LTE we will have the preliminary access check in the UE: network only has to initiate handover preparation for cells for which the UE has verified the CSG.

R2-093924:
Reading MIB and SIB1 of HeNBs
Motorola
Disc

-
QC wonders what offsets between macro and home-cell when the UE tries to decode the MIB and SIBs ? QC assumes we only try to read the home cell BCH when the home-cell is the strongest cell ? 

-
Motorola thinks we might have to handover to the home-cell even when the home-cell SNR is below the macro cell SNR. QC wonders if there is consensus to have this case ? So far we assume strongest cell handovers. IDT thinks the analysis shows that if you try to handover to quickly, you get a lousy performance.

-
Samsung has contribution showing that if the UE tries to decode when the target is the strongest cell, then for most cases the UE can decode the MIB/SIB in one or two shots.

-
Motorola thinks they are looking at a denser deployment. Also Motorola is considering a handover when the target cell is not the strongest cell. If we do not have this, home cells close to the macro cell will be very small. Note that we do have the possibility to have cell specific offsets in connected mode reporting.

-
IDT thinks that if you want to have handovers to non-strongest cells, you have to accept that you do not have such a good performance and it takes more time to read the MIB/SIBs.

-
Motorola thinks a home cell could afford to operator on a lower SNR if there is only few UE’s and thus tolerate e.g. more HARQ retransmissions.

-
QC agrees that if we have bad SNR, you have to receive multiple readings of MIB/SIBs

-
Motorola thinks operators should think more about this “exclusion zone” around macro cells.  Is it acceptable to have no home cells / very small home cells around macro cells. TMO assumes this is not acceptable.

=>
Noted

=>
Will send LS to RAN4 in R2-094042. Will indicate that so far we assume we have intra-freq handover typically based on strongest cell conditions. This will result in “exclusion zone” around macro. Does RAN4 think it would be feasible to get good home-cell performance if UE’s are handed over to home-cell performance with an SNR below the macro SNR ? 

R2-093927:
Impact from MIB and SIB1 reading
Motorola
Disc

Loosely controlled gaps

-
ZTE assumes that if networks are synchronised, still this might not have SFN synchronised. Motorola assumes that at least MIB transmissions are known, and you could configure for all subframe 5.

-
Huawei wonders if the UE reporting could be sufficiently time accurate ? Motorola sees no principle problem with this.

Autonomous gaps with HARQ adaptation

-
UE goes away autonomously, but network knows the UE might go away. So network avoid the UE to be scheduled in those subframes. 

-
IDT wonders how this related to SPS allocations ? Serving cell would schedule the same packet outside the window.

General:

-
Vdf thinks an alternative solution would have a staged approach: first a larger gap for MIB (targeted at assumed number of receptions needed for MIB), and then the UE is allowed to go autonomously for reading SIB1.
=>
Noted
MIB/SIB without gaps

R2-093980:
Analysis for UE based hand-in approach
Samsung
Disc

-
LG wonders about the home-cell power ? Samsung confirms max power 20dBm is assumed.

-
Samsung indicates they focused on the 100m case. In that case it is expected that the Home-NB will use quite high power. Maybe in 450m case this could be adjusted.

-
Motorola wonders what is meant by “strong enough to be considered as handover target” ? Samsung based this on about equal signal strength for the target and the macro. 

-
Motorola thinks additional cases might have to be considered. E.g. if there are multiple home cells. Could ask RAN4 what the expected MIB/SIB repetitions are [ASK RAN4] in typical /worst case.

-
IDT wonders about section 2.2, what “disruption time” is if there are no gaps. Samsung clarifies this is the time during which the UE is listening to the other cell and will ignore macro cell transmissions.

-
IDT wonders whether with this solution, the Home-cell still have to transmit MIB/SIB1 transmission on the macro frequency ? Samsung explains that in this paper it is not assumed that the MIB/SIB1 are in the macro layer.

-
QC like this type of autonomous UE reading. QC wonders how many voice packets would be dropped in this solution ? Samsung has not performed simulations in this respect, but from figure 4 the number of dropped packets should be small. Given that the measurements do not span much time, less than 4 is expected.

=>
Noted
MIB-only
R2-093749:
Connected mode mobility for HeNBs using information in the MIB
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Proposal 2:

- 
Is no longer relevant since we now decided the UE should verify the CSG from SIB1

Proposal 1:

-
QC thinks MIB could be read without gaps for the intra-freq case. QC thinks no specification changes is needed for this but it would impact UE implementation. However this concerns the same BW as e.g. SCH.

-
Ericsson thinks this is an interesting proposal and would like to have other UE opinions on this. Vdf thinks if this is possible it would be nice if this is used in combination with autonomous SIB1 reading.

-
Nokia thinks this would have significant impact to UE hardware.

-
Motorola also thinks this is not simple and would have UE impact. So Motorola would prefer to stay with a gap based approach.

=>
Can allow some more time to think about this.
Other
R2-093913:
Fast acquistion of system information for inbound handover
ITRI
Disc

-
Nokia wonders where the RACH parameters come from in this case ?  ITRI thinks this could be dependant on PCI value.

=>
No support for this type of “polling approach”
Report of email discussion on inbound CG cell mobility from UMTS cell [66#8]

R2-093952:
[66#8] LTE-UMTS: Inbound mobility  to CSG cell from UMTS cell
Qualcomm Europe Report

General:

-
TMO indicates that in the summary table TMO opinion is missing.

Intra-freq case:

-
Note that it is not clear yet if this results in measurement report delaying for obtaining the information, or if a separate report is sent. Still needs to be discussed

-
STEricsson agrees to reduce SIB3/4 repetition period on home-cells. Chairman wonders if this has standardisation impact ? Ericsson thinks we might have to STEricsson thinks in order to have reliable performance, this should be specified in the specifications. TMO thinks we have never had this type of requirement before. Huawei thinks this could be a RAN4 type of requirement. E.g. RAN4 would specify that the UE should be able to obtain this MIB/SIB in case of a certain repetition period. Motorola wonders why a smaller repetition period is required ? Ericsson indicates this is related to performance. We could ask RAN4 for guidance. [ASK RAN4]

=>
Noted
Inter-freq with gaps

R2-093836:
UTRA CELL_DCH mobility to UTRA and EUTRA CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Section 2.1:

-
QC sees little motivation for a new event.  There seems to be only some new reporting fields ? Nokia thinks that main point is that current reporting is based on NCL. Already today you can report detected set cells. QC thinks that how it is fit in the RRC is a stage-3 issue.

-
QC thinks the CSG indicator is missing in the reporting.

-
Probably it is not required to configure this “Cell identity required”. 

-
Panasonic assume the CGI should be sent. Nokia proposes to sent the cell identity which is the CGI.

-
Ericsson claries the TAI needs to be sent. 

-
TMO wonders why the UE needs to be informed about hybrid PCI range ? Nokia was assuming there would be this range to limit the UE measuring on everything.

=>
GCI and TAI should always be reported. Rest is more for discussion.

Section 2.2 (first):

Proposal 2.1:

-
Vdf understands proposal 2.1 for CSG cells. But how does this work for hybrid cells ? Are hybrid cells in the NCL ? Vdf assumes the hybrid PSC’s are in the NCL. Nokia would be fine with that and then proposal 2.1 would not be applicable for hybrid cells.

-
QC thinks the UE might still have to be able to distinghuish hybrid and CSG cells.

-
Nokia would like feedback on this “periodically” ? 

-
QC points out that this is only relevant if there is gaps required. Nokia agrees that if gaps are not required, a smart UE could immediately go to proposal 2.3.

-
Ericsson wonders whether we can agree that hybrid cells are in the NCL ?  

General:

=>
If we have a gap based solution, we probably have different sequence of possible events/reporting from the UE (e.g. based on proposals 2.1/2.2/2.3).

Section 2.2 (second):

-


Section 2.3:

=> 
No immediate comments

=>
Noted

R2-093912:
Minimizing allocation of gaps for identification of CSG or hybrid cells
InterDigital
Disc

Proposal 1/2:

-
NTT DCM thinks that for RRM reasons it might still be useful to report the GCI in non-allowed cases (e.g. interference coordination).

-
ZTE thinks this might also be relevant for LTE.

-
QC thinks it could be useful to report GCI for non-allowed cells if the UE allowed-CSG list is not up to date. Questionable if this is applicable.

-
Vdf wonders about hybrid cells ? Vdf thinks we should consider how the source eNB understands it is a hybrid cell ? Should we not indicate a “hybrid cell indicator” ? This indicator does not seem required if RAN3 uses the PCI ranges. It is true that RAN3 requested such an indicator. Vdf agrees that if the PCI+GCI is reported, there is in principle possible to see it is hybrid cell.

-
IDT wonders how long the GCI is valid. E.g. if you encounter the same PCI 2 minutes later, can you assume the GCI is still valid ? Motorola wonders whether such issue could be left to UE implementation ?

=>
Can think about this further.

Proposal 3:

-
This is kind of an indicator from the UE indicating “this could be an allowed home cell for me” or “this cannot be an allowed home cell for me so don’t bother with gaps”.

-
Panasonic thinks this could be useful and would like to investigate this further.

-
ZTE also thinks this is useful. UE does not have to mandate the network behaviour. The report should just indicate UE perception.

Proposal 4:

- 
Panasonic agrees that if the UE has the gaps, ofcourse he could sent it.


=>
Noted

R2-093923:
PCI confusion resolution without gaps
Motorola
Disc

-
ZTE wonders if all or only a part of PCI confusion can be resolved ? Motorola assumes a significant part of the confusions.

-
NSN thinks we should try to avoid impact on macro layer as much as possible. PCI of home cell might also change.

-
Chairman assumes that anyway the UE has to read CSG for preliminary access check. Motorola thinks this might not be required for hybrid cells.

-
Chairman assumes that if the preliminary access check is always to be done by the UE, this will not help for closed CSG cells. Question is if this could help for hybrid cells if we only have the confusion aspect to resolve.

-
Airvana thinks that also for hybrid cells the reading is required to obtain the TAI/GCI (for routing).

-
QC thinks we should have a common approach for CSG and hybrid cells as much as possible.

=>
Noted (not so much support)
Beacon on other frequency

R2-093955:
Inter-frequency inbound hand-over with beacons: methods of interference avoidance Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-093979:
Interference analysis for the inbound mobility to H(e)NBs
Samsung
Disc
-
NTT DCM wonders if this duty cycle is reduced (e.g. 40ms during 1s), how can you ensure that the UE is reading during this 40ms in time ? Samsung clarifies that the intra-freq search is performed and the UE finds a cell based on sync channel, then the UE will try to acquire MIB/SIBs. NTT DCM wonders if the sync channel is transmitted outside this 40ms ? Samsung assumes no. NTT DCM assumes a typical UE implementation would seach for cells e.g. every 200ms. So what if this time is outside the 40ms ?

-
QC thinks that a short burst on the macro freq should be sufficient (maybe a bit longer than 40ms). QC assumes also that we talk about reasonably strong cells.

-
Samsung clarifies that the results are only for LTE, but the proposal is for both UMTS and LTE.

-
Airvana thinks technical validity exists (same principle in CDMA), but still practically this seems a quite limited solution especially if I have multiple frequencies. This will have impact on home cell complexity. Samsung assumes that this can be time multiplexed.

-
NTT DCM is concerned about homeNB complexity. Especially if this concerns multiple carriers. E.g. in Japan, NTT DCM has 7 carriers.

-
Samsung confirms that in the simulations, only 1 home-eNB was considered. IDT indicates that this in apartment buildings the interference could be higher. Samsung assumes this is already quite worst case (UE close to 1 home-NB).

-
Airvana is worried about the PSC cost (double or more PSC’s).

-
NTT DCM wonders if this could not anyway be done by implementation ? Samsung expects that for IDLE mode mobility, SIB1 should be extended to include the frequency of the target cell.

-
Vdf does not favour this solution. Cost seems high and configuration cost also seems high. TMO sees some benefits and thinks this should be considered a bit more. QC thinks this should be further  investigated and sees benefits.

-
NTT DCM wonders what the implications are for IDLE mode UE’s with this type of low duty cycle ? We have to consider also Rel-8 UE’s. So they will see this as a normal cell on the frequency.

-
TMO thinks we can further discuss details of the beacon specification.

-
Nokia wonders if this can really be a solution for inter-RAT cases ? 

-
Motorola thinks this can make the PCI confusion problem worst. You will use e.g. 7 rimes as much PCI’s.


Poll:


- Solution should be considered further        [4 companies]


- Solution should not be considered further  [10 companies]

=>
This type of solution will not be our first priority. We will first try to solve the problem with other solutions on the table. Only if this turns out not possible with acceptable performance/ complexity, we can revisit this approach. Performance with respect to delay but also system gap load.
Modified shorter beacon

R2-093670:
HNB Id channel
Airvana
Disc

-
This proposal is only related to the serving frequency. So not really a “beacon”.

-
Ericsson wonders if reliably a full cell identity could be read based on such a short transmission. Note that also the TAI should be provided.

-
Airvana clarifies this proposal is only valid for UMTS.

-
QC wonders how the UE would know it has to read this special transmission. Airvana thinks this could be based on PSC split information. 

-
Nokia assumes that frequency switching is not considered for determining it can be read in one compressed mode gap. Also finding the frame has to be considered. Airvana agrees this is a point.

=>
Noted (no support)
General

R2-093971:
LTE CSG mobility aspects
 Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Question 2:

-
Vdf assumes this is not acceptable in case the UE has a speech call with regular transmissions.

Question 3:

-
QC thinks there are different options on when the network can configure this (e.g. before or after PCI reporting). But in general QC agrees that the network should be able to determine the overall policy.

-
Vdf assumes that with the preliminary access check agreement, probably the UE will always have provide this information before handover preparation is initiated.

-
Huawei thinks the networks should be able to control the policy. E.g. in the “handover back” case CSG verification might not be required by the UE ?

=>
In most cases MIB/SIB reading will be required, but we could still consider to have network control.

Question 6:

-
Nokia thinks it is clear that intra-freq and inter-freq are quite different use cases. So should we still strive for one solution ? Will see RAN4 response on MIB/SIB reading for intra-freq case. Should point out in the LS that intra-freq is critical due to more critical time consideration.

=>
Noted

R2-093981:
LTE CSG mobility interruption times
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Reading SI before handover

-
NSN clarifies that the approach here is not to have the UE report the SFN-SFN timing, but have it preconfigured by OAM in the eNB.

-
Vdf thinks if we have gaps for reading MIB/SIB1, we will not loose so much voice frames. However it will delay the handover a bit.

SIB reading during handover

-
Nokia thinks with this proposal the fingerprint information should be very accurate so that this procedure is not triggered often incorrectly.

General

-
IDT thinks that we could try to read the SI as much as possible before handover initiation, and if this does not succeed, we can have the second approach.

-
It seems indeed in both UMTS and E-UTRAN we already have a “fallback”:


UMTS: cell update after RLF detection


LTE: re-establishment or NAS recovery (new RRC connection) after RLF

-
NTT DCM indicated previously 500-600ms for forward handover, and 800-900ms for NAS recovery.

-
NTT DCM in general assumes the UE is “on foot” when we discuss inbound mobility to home-cell. So a couple of 100ms does not seem to matter so much.

=>
Noted

R2-093794:
Inbound mobility into CSG
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Only section 2.6 remaining

-
Question to RAN4 would be what the impact to non-member UE’s would be ? E.g. can this handover be initiated/handled quickly enough so that a non-member UE with a voice call would not notice this ?

-
Huawei wonders if we do the inter-freq handover before trying to find out if the UE is a member UE or not ? 

-
There are different scenarios: does the UE already at PCI reporting indicate it is not a home cell, or only after GCI reading ? This will have different delays for non-member UE’s.

-
Huawei indicates that probably Rel-8 UE’s will have to be handed over immediately. Nokia thinks that if this is a closed cell, the UE would not report this and it would always be an RLF.

-
Panasonic wonder why the question is only for non-member UE. Also member UE’s will have to get the CGI before handed over.

-
We have to consider different cases:


- Rel-8 UMTS UE experiencing RLF


- Rel-9 UE’s that can be handed over on first measurement report


- Rel-9 UE’s that can only be handed over after CSG verification

=>
Can discuss offline whether there is any relevant question for RAN4

General discussion:

-
RIM wonders if for UMTS, LAI should be reported ? RIM assumes this is not required. Airvana confirms the routing is not based on LAC/RAC for UMTS.

-
ZTE wonders if we should consider having a separate Scheduling Block in UMTS ? RIM thinks we could consider to specify that SIB3/4 should always be scheduled from the MIB in home cells.

-
CATT wonders if the home-cell will broadcast only 1 PLMN ? TMO is not aware of any restriction in this regards. Valid question.

-
NTT DCM wonders if we are going to consider inter-RAT at some point.

	Agreements:

General:

· For both UMTS and LTE we will have the preliminary access check in the UE: network only has to initiate handover preparation for cells for which the UE has verified the CSG.

LTE intra-freq

· MIB:   options still considered: in parallel, autonomous gaps or scheduled gaps

· SIB1:  options still considered: autonomous gaps or scheduled gaps

LTE inter-freq
· MIB/SIB1: options still considered: autonomous gaps or scheduled gaps
UMTS intra-freq
· Agree that this case is based on MIB/SIB34 reading in parallel to reception of serving cell transmissions in CELL_DCH (i.e. no gaps required).

· Agree that home-cells should use a small repetition for SIB3/4. FFS whether this has standardization impact. Ask RAN4 about performance benefit.
UMTS inter-freq
· MIB/SIB34: options still considered: autonomous gaps or scheduled gaps
Other:

· The measurement report triggering the handover preparation will include the GCI and TAI(TAI required for LTE). Other info is FFS.

LTE specific:

· We assume that the UE reports the same cells as in Rel-8 based on event evaluation. This does not exclude that the UE would report additional information for these cells (FFS).


1. Capture agreement/status in 36.300 annex for LTE in R2-094041

2. UMTS part should be captured in stage-2 UMTS TS25.367 annex in R2-094053
3. LS to RAN4 in R2-094042

4. Activity up to next meeting email discussion (EMAIL DISC):


- what items should be progressed most ? Probably we should focus on analysing what “optimisations” can be defended ; way forward proposed in R2-094091.
R2-094041:
DRAFT Agreements on HeNB Inbound Mobility
-
IDT wonders what handover preparation means: Motorola explains it refers to the network procedure. Motorola indicates that using proximity information for requesting short gaps is not precluded by this text.

-
NEC would also like to cosign this.

=>
In principle agreed in R2-094094
R2-094053:
DRAFT Agreements on HeNB Inbound Mobility
-
TMO thinks it would be preferred to have exactly the same text for the introductionary sections where possible. 

=>
Can do some offline exercise to see if further alignment to R2-094094 is possible

=>
Changes on changes should be removed

=>
Will see an update in R2-094095

R2-094095:
DRAFT Agreements on HeNB Inbound Mobility
=>
Should have an updated without changes on changes and highlighting.

=>
With that change, the CR is in principle agreed in R2-094115

R2-094091:
Proposed Way forward for H(e)NB Inbound Mobility Discussion
=>
TMO would like to see as one goal of the discussion to make sure that the system is not overloaded with gaps/gap requests.This should also be taken into account in the discussion.

=>
Nokia assumes that the 2 goals for UMTS intra-freq also apply to UMTS inter-freq i.e. trigger and 2-steps should be also considered for inter-freq. Motorola agrees that this should be also considered for UMTS inter-freq.

-
Step 4 seems not completely correct for the LTE case.

=>
QC thinks as agreed also parallel reading of MIB should be considered. Motorola this is more an implementation issue. QC thinks it might impact the solution.

=>
Agree that we will have 2 email discussions, one for UMTS and one for LTE. Main goal will be to work out further details triggering, system information reading and preliminary access check for both CSG and hyrbid cases. QC for UMTS, Motorola for LTE. EMAIL DISC.
Other

R2-093968:
Solving PCI confusion for Rel-8 UE
NTT DOCOMO
Disc
-
Motorola wonders if this is more a C-RNTI confusion problem ? NTT DCM agrees, but it is caused by PCI confusion.

-
How likely is this case ? You need to have C-RNTI used and the dedicated cell needs to be expecting a dedicated preamble at the same time. NTT DCM agrees it is a rare scenario, but the effects seem quite bad.

-
Motorola thinks it would be nice to know how likely this is before trying to solve it. NTT DCM indicates this is a Rel-8 UE so there is not much we can do anymore.

-
Vdf thinks that the network does not have to initiate a handover to a hybrid cell for a Rel-8 UE if it was not able to resolve confusion. E.g. the network could perform an inter-frequency handover or wait for RLF ?

-
Samsung thinks that if the eNB discard the PDU, the UE will not receive a RLC ACK for the handover command and the PDU will be repeated until max retransmission is reached. NTT DCM thinks that is indeed handling some cases but it does take a long time, and still these PDU’s are interrupting real UE’s.

-
Samsung assumes that in other cases the UE thinks it is successfully connected, but IP will fail. So then it is detected ?

=>
Noted; can think whether this is a serious enough problem to take any action.

R2-093736:
Target cell parameters for inbound handover
NEC
Disc

Proposal 1&2&4 are already agreed

Proposal 3:

-
Motorola wonders what the security risk would be ? NEC thinks it is unnecessary information because the network can anyway not perform its final access check based on what the UE reports.

-
QC thinks we should not rule out the UE sending the CSG.

-
NEC thinks the situation is clear.

-
TMO assumes the network can always get the CSG from the target

-
QC thinks one reason could be to have a learning process in the eNB so that the eNB can build up a PCI->CSG list which can be used for quick access check.

=>
Currently we do not see a strong need to report the CSG-Id, but can keep it FFS.

Proposal 5:

-
Huawei wonders what the motivation is ? 

-
NEC thinks the consequence of performing the preliminary access check could be this. Maybe this is more stage-3

-
TMO thinks for hybrid cells there is no preliminary access check. In principle the MME could inform the eNB about whether this is a member UE or not ?

=>
Noted (can think further; no need to inform the NB twice if already the NB is informed by the network).

R2-093847:
Result of PCI confusion during handover to CSG cell
Panasonic
Disc

R2-094009:
Consideration of HO for unreliable HeNB
HTC Corporation
Disc

=> Updated before presentation in R2-094022

R2-094022:
Consideration of HO for unreliable HeNB
HTC Corporation
Disc

R2-093921:
Use of location and fingerprint information for HeNB inbound handover
Motorola
Disc

R2-093846:
Fingerprint usage and campus/enterprise senario for inbound mobility
Panasonic
Disc

All 4 Tdocs above not treated.
4.2.1.2
Hybrid cell

Hybrid Indentification

R2-093948:
PSC/PCI Split for hybrid cells
Qualcomm Europe, Vodafone, Telecom Italia, Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei, Samsung, InterDigital, Airvana
Disc

-
TMO/NTT DCM are not sure this is sufficiently beneficial. 

1) Manual search will not happen very often. 

2) For autonomous search the performance gain is not really quantified. Also the cell can be handled as a normal cell to a large extend/completely ?

3) For the active mode handover, we have not identified any UE action for sure. NTT DCM agrees on the network side this split will be required.

-
QC assumes that for autonomous search, it is beneficial for member UE’s. QC thinks it would be good to have the same handling for member UE’s. QC thinks also for manual search this is important.

-
Vdf thinks for manual search, they want the same UE performance as for closed cells. So this is about having consistent performance. Vdf assumes that for inbound mobility this also usefull (if SIB1 reading is always required).

-
STE is wondering whether the companies against this split info still assume autonomous search for hybrid cells for which they are a member. TMO confirms. STE sees a benefit for autonomous search efficiency.

-
TMO thinks anyway the PCI split will be optional, so it has to work also without this split.

-
QC assumes hybrid cells are uncoordinated deployments. 

-
QC does not intend to make it optional to provide this information from hybrid cells. It shall be provided.

-
Motorola shares the understanding of TMO/NTT DCM. Motorola is not convinced about the benefits. 

-
Vdf thinks the main benefit might be the consistency: what if you have a UE implementation that is using this split information for closed cells.

-
TMO wonders whether the split would be mandatory required by the hybrid cells ? If this are considered as open cells ….  QC agrees that it could be optional from macro cells, but would like to have it mandatory from hybrid cells.

-
Vdf wonders if optional provisioning would be a solution ?

-
TMO thinks the main argument for a closed cell PSC range was that non-CSG UE’s could skip these cells.

-
NTT DCM sees no benefits for intra-freq: cell reselection is based on ranking. NTT DCM assumes it is only useful for inter-freq. But then NTT DCM thinks relying on fingerprint might be equally helpfull

-
QC would be ok to go with optional indication of hybrid cells PCI range.

-
STE thinks that 36.304 currently indicate the autonomous search is triggered when the UE has CSG’s in the allowed list. There is no mentioning of UE fingerprint.


1) Companies thinking hybrid PCI range is usefull [9]


2) Companies thinking hybrid PCI range is not usefull [8]

=>
Email discussion [66b#6] on usefulness of Hybrid PCI/PSC range [QC]
R2-093795:
Hybrid cell indicator in UTRAN to save UE battery
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei wonder which type of UE is benefiting ? STE would like to avoid the unnecessary SIB3 reading. 

-
Nokia thinks another alternative is that the hybrid cells are in the NCL ? Ericsson could agree that this would be an alternative.

-
Vdf thinks the PSC split is better, because it will avoid the UE to read the MIB. STE thinks this depends on whether the hybrid information is mandatory to provide. Stil there may be cases in which the UE does not have this information

=>
Can be handled as part of the same EMAIL DISC [66b#6] as previous document.
R2-093704:
Proposed CR to 25.367 on hybrid cell PSC split
Alcatel-Lucent, Vodafone CR 25.367
B REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-093705:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on hybrid cell PCI split
Alcatel-Lucent, Vodafone CR 36.300
B REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

Both CRs not treated.
Other:
R2-093756:
Further discussions on hybrid access under idle mode
Huawei
Disc

-
TMO wonders what a pre-rel8 hybrid cell is ? 

-
TMO wonders how a UE would know a hybrid cell is deployed for interference purposes.

-
Huawei wonders if for deloading UE’s to hybrid cells, some specific behaviour is required.

=>
Confirm that reselection to hybrid cells for non-member UE’s is like normal cell reselection

=>
Confirm that reselection to hybrid cells for member UE’s is conform CSG handling (i.e. autonomous reselection) in addition to normal cell reselection.

=>
Noted

=>
Will have email discussion on hybrid cell details (EMAIL DISC)


1) PCI/PSC range or other solution (like Ericsson Tdoc)


2) Other aspect can be attempted to progress as well.

R2-093757:
Differences between CSG cell and Hybrid cell in inbound handover
Huawei
Disc

R2-093950:
Open issues for Hybrid/Open cells
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

4.2.1.3
Other

R2-093974:
Clarification on the definition of allowed CSG list (36.304)
Samsung CR 36.304 B
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2

R2-093976:
Clarification on the definition of allowed CSG list (25.304)
Samsung CR 25.304 B
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2

R2-093753:
National roaming problem for Rel-9 CSG mobiles
Huawei
Disc

R2-093928:
Reselection to CSG cells
Motorola
Disc

R2-093999:
The need of CSG offset in mixed carrier
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093863:
Mobility States with consideration of CSG cells
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093764:
Local IP Access
CATT
Disc

R2-093853:
Interference issues in H(e)NB deployment
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

revised in R2-094055

R2-094055
Interference issues in H(e)NB deployment
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

All 8 Tdocs above not treated
Not available/Too late/Withdrawn 

R2-093931
Interference co-ordination
Motorola
Disc

4.2.2
SI: Minimisation of drive tests (RP-090341)

(FS_NGN_min_drive-tests, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09; target: Sep.09, WIDS: RP-090341)

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#7] LTE-UMTS: Minimisation of drive tests: What measurements ? [QC]
Report of email discussion on Measurements for minimisation of drive tests [66#7]

R2-093706:
Email discussion summary [66#7] LTE-UMTS: Measurements for minimisation of drive tests Qualcomm Europe Report
-
Should discuss bullets 1,2 and 4 from the conclusion.

Measurements:

-
QC assumes we cannot agree on the measurement only based on this email discussion. But QC thinks we could have an offline during this week to agree on a set of required Rel-9 measurements.

-
Huawei would like to agree on some measurements. E.g. could we agree on periodical timer based ? NSN thinks measurement should maybe described in the new format first.

=>
Will take this discussion with R2-093965.

Drive test understanding

-
Question is if we should clarify drive test handling more in the TR ? Nokia thinks it would be good to have a good understanding for each measurement what drive test they are minimising. This could be addressed in the new structure under “benefit” section

-
NTT DCM thinks this per measurement indication is not so nice approach. Currently drive tests are somewhat limited because they are so time consuming.  So NTT DCM hopes with this SI we can also realise “wishes” that could so far not covered by drive tests.

New format

=>
Agree on the new format for measurement section

-
QC clarifies that the measurement logging is in IDLE mode. If you want to do that with existing measurements, you would have to go to connected continuously. Also if you want to perform measurements around RLF, is such a measurement “available” ? QC assumes we focus on measurements that can be collected with normal network operation.

	Process:

=>
“Benefit” section (in measurement section) should indicate what drive tests aspects can be minimised, or why this measurement is especially important/relevant.

=>
“Benefit” should also indicate what the benefit is compared to existing UE measurements / eNB measurements / defined SON mechanisms.

=>
Additional step will be the impact analysis:


- UE implementation impact (e.g. new measurments, huge memory impact, ….)


- UE power consumption impact


- UE implementation complexity (linking to applications,….)


- Impact on existing RRM measurements
=>
Should be provided by UE vendors

=>
Conclusion section will based on “benefit” and “impact analysis” decide whether some measurement is finally agreed as usefull


Measurements

R2-093965:
Justification of measurements for drive tests
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Nokia wonders what the proposal really is with “support” ? NTT DCM would like to agree on these measurements in the conclusion of the SI. We would still have to format the input in the new format, but all the motivation is included in this Tdoc.

-
Nokia is not sure that benefit impact analsysis would not show that some eNB measurements can already address this.

-
Vdf thinks if we would have these eNB measurements already, we would not be doing the drive tests. Nokia thinks also SON is quite new. Can this not cover this ?

-
Huawei would like to include this in the TR. However Huawei wonders if the UE only has to measure on the serving cell ? NTT DCM indicates we try to focus on measurements that are available.

-
QC agrees that we could list measurements in the measurement section for which we acknowledge the benefits, and then in the next section we do the impact analysis.

Periodic timer based

-
CATT wonders how long the timer would be ? CATT is concerned about the impact of a very short timer on the UE power consumption.  QC thinks anyway the timer is not to trigger new measurements in the UE it might mean you would log the same measurement multiple times. Anyway this is a configuration parameter.

=>
Can be included in measurement section

Serving cell worse than threshold

-
Samsung wonders for proposal “serving cell becomes worst than threshold”, whether A2 cannot be used ? 

-
QC assumes this cannot be used since the threshold could be related to RLF, and then you cannot report. Also IDLE mode reporting cannot be handled.

=>
Will be included in measurement section. Offline work on “benefit section”

Proposal 2:

-
TIM supports this proposals. 

RACH access failure

-
Huawei wonders about the RACH failure; what is the difference with SON RACH failure ? QC assumes that SON RACH is only addressing reporting to the eNB where the reporting is done. In case of drive test we can log results from previous cells.

-
Ericsson thinks we have not concluded on how the measurement is delivered.  

-
Ericsson still wonders if this is something different than SON RACH ?

=>
Agree to include this, but benefit analysis should indicate that overlap with SON is FFS

Uplink RRC message delivery failure

-
Samsung wonders if power headroom might be more usefull for link budget problem ?

-
Nokia wonders if this could not be derived from RLC A/N reporting done by the eNB ? NTT DCM thinks that if you completely miss the transmission, you will not provide feedback.

-
NTT DCM would be ok to wait a bit with this measurement.

-
Samsung wonders if this is mainly about link budget problems ? NTT DCM confirms link budget is the main motivation. (C-plane coverage)

-
Ericsson is still struggling a bit. If it is link budget, then power headroom seems more usefull. E.g. what is the “location” ? RLC retransmissions might take place at different locations. So Ericsson would like to have a better understanding. Also proposal 3 seems more relevant. 

-
CATT sees some benefits for this measurement w.r.t. handover thresholds.

=>
Don’t include it now.

Proposal 3:

Transmit power higher than threshold

-
QC supports this measurement

-
Nokia wonder if existing power headroom cannot address this ?  NTT DCM agrees that with the PHR you can identify the critical cells which is better than nothing, but you do not have location mapping. Otherwise you still have to provide drive tests. Huawei wonders if it is not possible to have location correlated eNB measurements for this case ? 

-
QC assumes that if you have a very bad link budget problem, you would not even receive the PHR. Still the DL could be good.

-
Ericsson wonders why the UE does not log the PHR ? So the measurement could be “PHR becomes lower than threshold”

=>
Will include this measurement in the measurement section.

=>
Will see the output of the offline on Friday in R2-094069

R2-094069:
Text Proposal to 36.805 for measurement logs for MDT, Qualcomm

Nokia wonders why the usage sections were not provided?
-
It was unclear to QC what the difference is between usage and benefit. Typically operators might not want to disclose their usage of a measurement. Nokia thinks it is difficult to do a benefit analysis if you do not understand the usage. TIM thinks this is already in the text. E.g. replanning. How detailed should this process be described ?

-
Nokia thinks it is important to understand how a report is used ? E.g. is a single report used ? Or should a collection of reports be collected ? Ericsson somewhat shares the understanding of Nokia. Ericsson would like to understand whether something is very important for an operator or only nice to have.

Nokia wonders whether we should capture something about that we should determine how usefull measurements are if we cannot provide timestamp/location information ?

-
QC thinks it is ok to provide this in the future. Maybe Nokia can provide this. QC points out that time info is currently not optional. Nokia agrees that location is the bigger issue
-
NTT DCM thinks the request of clarifying the usefulness of a measurement should be limited to some limited reasonable level.

=>
Text proposal is agreed. Can be captured in the TR in v1.0.1 in R2-094117
=>
Will have email discussion [66b#7] up to next RAN2 meeting to see if additional measurement should be considered as part of a first set of “minimisation of drive test measurements” [QC]
R2-093742:
Drive Test Measurements for DL Common Channels
Vodafone
Disc

=> Updated before presentation in R2-094026

R2-094026:
Drive Test Measurements for DL Common Channels
Vodafone
Disc
not treated
R2-093910:
UE Measurements for minimizing drive test
Huawei
Disc

R2-093823:
Use case for QoS verification
Telecom Italia S.p.A.
TP
36.805
REL-9 FS_NGN_min_drive-tests

Both Tdocs above not treated.
Other

R2-093707:
Text proposal to TR36.805 for UE measurements for MDT
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.805 REL-9
FS_NGN_min_drive-tests

R2-093709:
Consideration on reporting policy for MDT
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.805
REL-9 FS_NGN_min_drive-tests

Both Tdocs above not treated.
Transport/Architecture

R2-093916:
Way forward for Minimization of Drive Test
Huawei, T-Mobile
Disc

R2-094015:
Management aspects of minimization of drive tests
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Both Tdocs above not treated.

Not available/Too late/Withdrawn
R2-093708
Text proposal to TR36.805 for UE measurements for MDT
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.805 REL-9
FS_NGN_min_drive-tests

=>
Withdrawn
4.2.3
Other
No contributions.

5
LTE Release 8

(RAN2 WI: LTE-L23, REL-8, closed: Dec. 2008)

5.1
General

Under this agenda item we discuss Stage-2 issues, and also issues that are too general (e.g. impacting multiple protocols) or important (e.g. major impact on other groups) to be discussed in the CP / UP sessions separately.

5.1.1
36.300

Note that RAN2 decided to in general give priority to Stage-3 completion rather than Stage-2 perfection: near-term focus for 36.300 should be on correcting important errors

R2-093839:
Removal of MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.300
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
NSN thinks also the scope section needs to be updated. There is a sentence that all MBMS parts do not apply.

-
Ericsson wonders if RAN1 will remove MBMS from stage-3 ? 

-
TMO thinks there are still some sections where MBMS is mentioned. LG thinks only the RAN1 parts are remaining.

=>
Will see update in R2-094088

R2-094088:
Removal of MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.300
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
In principle agreed

5.1.2
Other

Any other Stage-2 issue or issues that would be good to discuss commonly between CP and UP?

No contributions.
5.2
eNB measurements (36.314)
No contributions.

5.3
MAC (36.321)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.4
RLC (36.322)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.5
PDCP (36.323)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.8
RRC (36.331)

5.8.1
Connection control 
R2-093679:
Addition on UE actions upon restricted message received prior to security activation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
ALU thinks this has been discussed in the past and then we decided not to do it because we anyway have NAS security. Anyway NAS has no problem with this.

-
Nokia clarifies this is related to R2-093678.

-
QC thinks in UMTS we had the model that some NAS messages have to be security protected. QC wonders whether we can have the same model in LTE ? ALU thinks we have this already also for CT1.

-
ALU wonders what the risk is. We have covered the case once security has been started (when you fail security). So this only covers the case before security is started.  ALU thought this risk is limited but if SA3 thinks this is important, ALU is anyway fine.

-
STE is fine with this requirement, although Ericsson does not see a big need.

-
Panasonic prefers not to introduce a new UE requirement unless asked by SA3.

-
Huawei wonders what the current UE behaviour is ? Samsung agrees that we only specify the network behaviour, and not the UE behaviour. Samsung wonders why the normal “reconfiguration failure” is not proposed here (normally we do not perform a discard but perform a re-establishment). The re-establishment is the only failure behaviour we have specified so far. CATT assumes current behaviour is UE going to IDLE because security is not started yet

-
ALU thinks we always need NAS security for establishing the connection. So it is only a problem during the connection establishment.

-
NSN wonders what the UE is currently supposed to do. Motorola thinks the behaviour is not specified (this case should not happen).

-
QC indicates that at service request, there is no response. The establishment of DRB’s is the confirmation. So you kind of rely on AS level security. So QC supports the CR.

-
Motorola does not understand how a CN and a fake-eNB would communicate.

After offline:

-
After offline discussion it was concluded that for Rel-8 nothing is really required. There is a common understanding that the UE can discard messages when the network does not comply with the spec. 

-
Samsung wonders if it is discarding, or going to IDLE ? Nokia assumes both are allowed. Main argument is that it is not seen as a serious enough thread to do anything.

=>
Noted

R2-093758:
Indication of DRB Release during HO
CATT
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
TMO thinks adding a note is not an essential correction. So either normaltive text or only in Rel-9.

-
Ericsson agrees with the CR but would like to have normative text.

-
Coversheet impact analysis should be updated

=>
Will see updated CR with normative text in R2-094056

R2-094056:
Indication of DRB Release during HO
CATT
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Ericsson thinks the impact  analysis might need to be updated, but is anyway fine to in principle agree the CR now.

=>
In principle agreed
R2-093788:
PLMN ID at handover
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
ALU wonders what the case is ? Is it a change of PLMN without TAC change ? Ericsson confirms. ALU wonders why this case would happen.

-
TMO assumes at PLMN boundaries a TAU has to be performed.

-
Ericsson indicates that NAS specifications indicate the TAU is initiated in case of change of TAI (i.e. PLMN+TAC). ALU wonders why the same TAC is then used. If the network wants to ensure there is a TAU, it should change the TAC.

-
Ericsson thinks the main problem is not the TAU initiation, but what PLMN the UE should assume as selected PLMN.

-
ALU wonders if the TAU-accept contains the selected PLMN. Samsung indicates there is a New GUTI which includes a PLMN identity.

-
ALU indicates that at handover, the network will already have selected the PLMN (i.e. a MME).

=>
Seems nothing is needed but allow some offline

=>
Should check whether TAU is initiated in case of no TAC change but only PLMN change

=>
Should check if GUTI in TAU-response is sufficient solution
After offline discussion:

=>
Conclusion is that no changes are needed. AS will inform NAS always about all PLMN’s. If NAS detects that the previously registered one is not in, it will perform a TAU irrespective TAC. In the TAUC the UE can see what PLMN is selected.

R2-093793:
In-order delivery of NAS PDUs at RRC connection reconfiguration
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331
F REL-8
LTE-L23

-
ALU thinks this seems logical.  ALU wonders what the “chance” is ? Ericsson thinks section 4.4.3 in 23.401 is not completely clear. So far no window mechanism seems specified. So just in ascending order. Then one could assume a discard in case of our of order, but not really clear.

-
ALU wonders if there is a risk of out of order in case of handover and NAS msg forwarding. I.e. could the MME not have sent new NAS messages in the target eNB before realising it also has to retransmit a message that the source could not deliver.

-
CATT indicates that CT1 agreed on a CR last week to update the NAS counter. So this Ericsson CR is in line. 

-
QC thinks we should not have an eNB requirement here. 

=>
Should indicate “in the same order as listed” for UE behaviour (in procedure text), and not specify any eNB behaviour (in tabular).

=>
Coverpage should be update w.r.t. “chance”

=>
Will see update in R2-094057

R2-094057:
In-order delivery of NAS PDUs at RRC connection reconfiguration
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331
F REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Samsung does not really like the note. Probably it is better to have this note in the S1 specification. This behaviour is not relevant for the UE.

-
Panasonic thinks this is purely eNB internal, so it should be captured somewhere else (RAN3 specifications)..

=>
Will not have the note

=>
QC indicates that the first sentence should have been changed to “same order as listed”

=>
With these 2 changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-094089

R2-093828:
Correction regarding application of dedicated resource configuration upon handover Samsung CR 36.331 F REL-8
LTE-L23

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson thinks the contribution already indicates “it seems clear in the specification”. So why then an additional constraint for the network.  Samsung thinks there is somewhat of a contradiction with the “ON” for these parameters. Samsung also thinks this was not discussed before.

-
Ericsson thinks it takes 3 more bits to go to default with explicit signalling. Ericsson thinks if the spec is clear, we should not introduce an additional constraint. NSN agrees with Ericsson. If this is clear we should not introduce a network constraint.

-
CATT thinks the unclarity is mainly due to the nesting. CATT thinks we could specify that the “ON” is related to the configuration before the procedure.  Actually this is the second interpretation.

-
NTT DCM thinks if we go for the first interpretation (so ON is based on configuration after going to default), we should clarify.

-
However NTT DCM is also fine with the CR. This would also limit testing.

-
3 Options:


1) Clarify according to first interpretation “ON applied after going to default due to MAC reset”


2) Clarify according to second interpretation “ON applied on configuration before procedure”


3) Mandate inclusion the by the network

-
Panasonic would prefer 1).

-
Ericsson thinks 2) is not a realistic interpretation. Nokia also thinks this is a strange interpretation. Ericsson thinks if you read the spec, only interpretation 1) is possible. Nokia agrees.

-
Samsung thinks that so far this behaviour is always clear from RRC, so it would be good to have a note in RRC.

=>
Confirm the interpretation 1) is the correct interpretation. Can add a note in RRC to clarify this.

Proposal 2:

-
IDT wonders whether there are not other parts that only are applied after succesfull RACH procedure, like DRX, measurement gaps,… Samsung indicates that there is also still the bullet on SFN dependency. So IDT thinks in NOTE 3 we would have to add other configuration parts that depend on the SFN. Should discuss with user plane experts to see if more exclusions would be required.

-
NTT DCM thinks current text is sufficiently clear. Adding something now might confuse implementers. Ericsson agrees with NTT DCM.

-
Panasonic thinks we agreed long time ago that UL transmissions can only be applied after succesfull RACH procedure (because of TA). However this has not been captured. This is only captured in case of SFN dependency but not if there is no SFN dependency.

-
ALU thinks it would be good to clarify this.

=>
Can think offline to find a better way to express that CQI/SRS/RS are only transmitted after succesfull RACH procedure completion.

=>
Will see update in R2-094058

R2-094058:
Correction regarding application of dedicated resource configuration upon handover Samsung CR 36.331 F REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-093871:
Adjustment of the order of  PDCP re-establishment and RLC re-establishment
ZTE
CR 36.331
F REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Huawei thinks current specification is correct. PDCP should be set in “handover mode” before RLC is re-established. Ericsson shares this understanding: after PDCP re-establishment PDCP waits for the flushing of RLC.

-
IDT wonders if the CR is not required ? 

After offline discussion:

-
DL seems ok as it is: PDCP will wait for the RLC to re-establish.

-
However ZTE is not sure about UL. PDCP might push new packets/retransmission to an RLC entity which is not yet reset.

-
Samsung assumes that both re-establishments are before the handover is really successful.

-
Ericsson thinks we did it this way because at least the DL should perfectly clear. The UL problem is more an implementation issue.

-
ZTE wonders about the re-establishment case ? Ericsson indicates there we have DRB suspension.

-
NTT DCM thinks a sensible implementation would not have a problem.

=>
Noted
R2-093677:
Removal of RLC re-establishment at RRC connection establishment failure
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
It was commented that we only have SRB0 in this case

-
Nokia thinks that anyway then the re-establishment is not needed.

-
ZTE wonders what RLC entities are to be reset in this case ?

-
Ericsson wonders after the procedure ends. Ericsson wonders if we go to IDLE in the indicated cases ? Nokia assumes we are still in “IDLE”.

-
It was clarified that the re-establishment for RLC-TM clear the buffer (the connection establishment could not have been transmitted and thus still in the RLC-TM entity).

After offline discussion

-
Nokia now agrees that the PDU removal is ok.

=>
Noted

5.8.2
Measurements
R2-093759:
Correction on Threshold of Measurement Event
CATT
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
QC thinks this is already clarified in the RSRP-range/RSRQ-range IE.

-
CATT clarifies the mapping in RAN4 is to a range, not a value.

-
Samsung indicates for sMeasure we had a similar discussed before.

-
CATT indicates they follow the same approach as for ThresholdUTRA
-
NTT DCM thinks this should be clarified and NT DCM is fine with the proposal is fine. QC is also fine.

-
Samsung indicates that for sMeasure, we have the lower threshold. With this clarification we have the upper bound. However Samsung is anyway fine with the CR.

-
Motorola wonders whether it should be (-39)/2 for the RSRQ ? After offline checking the value used in the CR is confirmed.

=>
RIM comments that “Integer value according to mapping table in TS 36.133 [16].”  Is better removed, because this is referring to a range rather than a value. Only having the “-140” sentence should be enough.

=>
CATT asks if it should also be removed for thresholdUTRAN. We should be consistent

=>
Will see update of CR in R2-094090
R2-094090:
Correction on Threshold of Measurement Event
CATT
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
In principle agreed
R2-093964:
Clarification on measurement object configuration for serving frequency
NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic, Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle agreed
Not available/Too late

R2-094008
Clarification on Release of Event Triggred Measurements
NEC
Disc

=> Withdrawn
5.8.3
Broadcast

R2-093716:
Minor corrections to ETWS
ASUSTeK
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

General

-
Ericsson would prefer to merge this CR with the removal of duplicate detection.

5th change

-
Huawei is fine with most of the changes, except the 5th change. If it is needed, the additional first bullet should be removed. I.e. there is no assembly. Ericsson also thinks this change is not really needed.

6th change

-
QC wonders what case the last “else” refers to ? It is the same identification values, and not all segments received.

=>
Apart from 5th change, other changes are ok. However should see if this can be merged with the duplication detection removal CR from Ericsson (R2-093790).
After offline discussion:

-
Since duplication detection was ageed, we could still agree this CR separately, without 5th correction.

-
Samsung wonders if 6th change is correct ?

-
Ericsson proposes to delay the approval until next meeting, and come back to the whole topic at the next meeting. NSN shares the same understanding since it is only minor corrections. NSN thinks the CR is not essential enough for Rel-8 to have a separate CR.

=>
Noted
R2-093852:
Scoping of requirement to receive SIBs in connected mode
Qualcomm Europe
CR 36.331 F REL-8 LTE-L23

-
NTT DCM wonders what the UE behaviour is when the UE is not able to obtain this information in connected ? Should the UE go to IDLE ? QC assumes the UE would go to IDLE. 

-
Samsung thinks for connected we so far considered this a network error case and we did not define any UE behaviour. QC thinks we need UE behaviour to ensure that the UE does not get into a loop stuck on this cell. E.g. goes to IDLE and stays camped on the same cell.

-
Samsung wonders if this is a realistic case: you do not experience RLF but stil cannot obtain system information. Is such a case important enough to specify UE behaviour ?

After offline discussion:

=>
Noted (can leave this issue to UE implementation)
R2-094012:
Applicability of Q-RxLevMin in cell selection
New Postcom
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
TMO thinks this change is not really needed (sufficient clear from 36.304). So it is enough to have this e.g. in Rel-9. TMO thinks even for Rel-9 it is not really needed.

-
NSN also thinks this is not really needed, but if something is needed then only Rel-9.

=>
No essential correction, so no need for Rel-8 or Rel-9.
5.8.4
Inter-RAT Mobility
R2-093986:
Clarification on handover to GERAN from E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
Disc

-
Huawei assumes there is no problem. This can be considered an implementation issue. 

-
Nokia assumes there is no problem because the first octet in the message can be used by the GERAN side to distinguish between GSM encoding or CSN.1. So this can be resolved by UE implementation. QC shares this understanding. 

-
QC wonders if UMTS does not have the same problem ? HTC thinks that in handoverfromUTRAN, there are some other IE’s that can help the UE (e.g. SRVCC ind, RAB replacement information).

-
Nokia explains that the handover command encoding will start with RR indicator/skip indicator. In case of CSN.1 encoding, the first byte will be never the same. Samsung has the same understanding. We did discuss this before.

=>
Assume no change to our specs is required.
5.8.5
Inter-eNB signalling

No contributions.

5.8.6
Other
R2-093678:
Normativeness of Protection of RRC messages
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331 F REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Noted
R2-093746:
Correction to cqi-PUCCH-ResourceIndex reference
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Updated before presentation in R2-094028

R2-094028:
Correction to cqi-PUCCH-ResourceIndex reference
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Ericsson agrees it is good to correct 36.213. However there is no need to reference 36.211. Nokia would prefer to have both references

-
Samsung thinks the CR is not so needed in general

=>
Noted: No big need (can come back if can convince more companies offline)
R2-093760:
Discussion on Transaction Id and CSFB to 1x ParameterTransfer
CATT
Disc

Proposal 1/1a:

-
ALU indicates that in 3GPP2 there are discussions happening that might remove the need for these messages. 

-
ALU thinks we forgot to add this transaction id in this message. The transaction id is in general needed to enable multiple outstanding messages.

=>
Will keep it as it is because nothing is broken and in addition the procedure is likely to not be used.

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung thinks the fact that we did not follow the guideline does not mean that we have to change the guideline. If there is the possibility of multiple outstanding messages, we should keep the guideline. We can still deviate from that on a case by case basis.

=>
Keep the rule

=>
Noted

R2-093830:
REL-9 protocol extensions in RRC
 Samsung
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Ericsson is fine with the 2 proposals. Ericsson has some minor comments on the CR which they would like to have included.

-
Nokia is fine with the proposals/CR.

-
Samsung thinks maybe some additional guidelines are needed for other extensions. 

-
Huawei wonders about the usage of the extension marker. Do we need to add a new extension marker after adding an IE after an extension marker ?

-
Samsung indicates there might be an issue on making late corrections to Rel-8 after Rel-9 is frozen. Otherwise there is no additional need for extension markers/length deteminants.

=>
Will see update of the Rel-8 CR, taking into account small comments from Ericsson and updated coversheet in R2-094059

R2-094059:
REL-9 protocol extensions in RRC
 Samsung
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
It turned out that the Ericsson comments were already included. So only some changes to coversheet were performed.

=>
In principle agreed

R2-093747:
Proposed update of the feature grouping
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, DOCOMO, Panasonic
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-094010:
Minor Editorial Corrections to RRC
NEC
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
TMO thinks we should not accept category “D” for Rel-8. TMO would prefer Rel-9 or nothing.

-
NEC is fine if this can be included in some other CR

-
Ericsson thinks the CR is also not needed for Rel-9.

-
QC thinks we should correct this type of issues in Rel-9.

-
NTT DCM indicates that there are also some problems with 36.304 w.r.t. “floor” function.

=>
Ask the rapporteur to make category “D” CR for Rel-9, and all changes from this CR can be included. Will see it at the next meeting.
5.9
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

R2-093676:
Clarification on cell status and cell reservations
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.304 F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
TMO thinks the editorial changes are not needed. Also a simpler change for the class11-15 handling is possible. Nokia thinks it can be discussed offline

-
Samsung would prefer to also stay aligned with the UMTS specification.

-
TMO thinks 22.011 is in principle already clear: access classes 11 and 15 are only applicable in your HPLMN/EHPLMN.

=>
Allow some offline to discuss to improve the text and potentially simplify the changes. Will see update R2-094062

R2-094062:
Clarification on cell status and cell reservations
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.304 F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
In principle agreed
R2-093761:
Clarification on Priorities between RATs
CATT
CR
36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Updated in R2-094054

R2-094054:
Clarification on Priorities between RATs
CATT
CR
36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

Proposal 1:

-
NTT DCM thinks that if there are frequencies without a priority you assume the lowest priority, and if you have CSG you have the highest priority. So this could result in interweaved prioritities. NTT DCM thinks there could also be other reasons to have this interweaved priorities (e.g. CSG cells or hybrid cells on one LTE frequency with the highest priority; then next one UMTS, and then LTE macro as lowest). TMO agrees with NTT DCM: it should be allowed to mix this.

=>
More a network configuration issue.

Proposal 2:

-
QC thinks the new wording is a considerable improvement. QC would prefer to breakup the sentence even further (e.g. separate bullets for the 2 cases).

-
TMO would prefer to only have this in Rel-9.

-
Nokia thinks it is quite difficult to understand the current sentence, so would prefer to clarify in Rel-8. ZTE would also prefer to correct this in Rel-8.

-
TMO wonders what is broken ? CATT thinks if you follow the current wording, this will lead to an error. TMO would assume that anyway subsequent reselections would move the UE to the correct cell.

=>
Will change this for Rel-9; can discuss detailed wording offline

Proposal 3:

=>
Can also be included for Rel-9

=>
Wil see update CR including proposals 2 and 3 for Rel-9 in R2-094063

R2-094063:
Clarification on Priorities between RATs
CATT
CR
36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

=> Updated before presentation in R2-094086
R2-094086:
Clarification on Priorities between RATs
CATT
CR
36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Panasonic wonders if it is sufficiently clear that the ranking for inter-RAT will not use cell specific offsets ? Panasonic intends to bring a contribution to next meeting

-
Some coversheet changes are indicated by TMO: RAN should not be ticked.

=>
CR is in principle agreed with this one change on the coversheet in R2-094092
R2-094011:
Minor Editorial Corrections to 36.304
NEC
CR
36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
TMO thinks this change is not needed.

=>
Can be included in the CATT CR in R2-094063
6
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6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-080995)

First question is what the architecture of the solution is, i.e. what protocols between what peers do we have.

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#16] LTE: Positioning – preparing protocol architecture choice at RAN2#66bis [QC]
(LCS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: Dec. 08, target: Dec.09, WIDS: RP-080995)

Report of email discussion on positioning architectures [66#16]

R2-093875:
Email discussion summary on positioning for LTE [66#16]
Qualcomm Europe
Report
-
IDT clarified that no feedback from RAN3 was received. They had the same type of deadlock in the discussion.

=>
Noted
R2-093797:
Comparison of two positioning architecture alternatives
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Main new point seems to be the understanding that with UP positioning we could not support network based positioning. QC wonders if this is correct. SUPL has multiple triggering mechanisms to trigger UE activity. Ericsson admits that the UE reports the serving cell identity to the SLP. However the reported GCI might not be correct (not known to the UE yet) so then the UE would report the last known identity (UE after handover before reading SIB2). Then the SMLC would not be able to contact the correct eNB. Chairman wonders if this would be easy to fix to say that the SUPL response should be delayed until the UE has the GCI. Ericsson thinks this might be problematic because we have no strong requirement on when the UE should read SIB2. QC thinks if this would take a long time we have other problems. NSN thinks we could even give the GCI in the handover command. Nokia thinks we do have a parallel reception requirement even during data for SIB’s.

-
NSN wonders what logical and physical measurements are ? Also NSN would like to understand the “conversion to ns”. Ericsson thinks in both alternatives the actual measurements are the same, but in alt1, the eNB will convert the physical measurement to a logical measurement (time difference) before reporting to the SMLC. For this the eNB would substract the transmission time difference.

-
Ericsson points out that due to distributed PCI allocation, eNB’s could change PCI. At least it is not completely static.

-
Ericsson assumes the PRS configuration could be sent together with other assistance data to the UE in LPP1.

-
QC would assume that the eNB complexity in alt1 is comparative complexity as SMLC in alt2. 

=>
Noted

R2-093855:
Evaluation of protocol architecture alternatives for positioning
Qualcomm Europe, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, T-Mobile USA, Andrew Corporation
Disc

-
QC indicates that KDDI has also cosigned.

-
Huawei wonders what the benefit is of an eNB support UP positoning ? 

=>
Noted

R2-093881:
Discussion on LPP architecture
ZTE
Disc

=>
Noted

R2-093907:
Discussion on positioning architecture
Huawei
Disc

-
Huawei sees benefits with alt1 w.r.t. flexibility e.g. for PCI changes. Even for GPS providing fine timing relation between SFN and GNSS timing is also easier in alt1. Also alt1 allows caching of assistance data for multiple provisioning.

=>
Noted

R2-093919:
Positioning Protocol Architecture Evaluation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
NSN wonders what LG position is w.r.t alternatives ? LG thinks it depends on todays discussion. LG sees a problem with alt1: the eNB is no aware of the candidate cells topology. If you move very fast on the highway, of all cells might be aligned, the OTDOA accuracy would be degraded. The E-SMLC night have more overall view to determine what PCI’s to involve. QC agrees: it should be much easier to configure 1 central node with this type of knowledge the  to configure all eNB’s with this.

-
Ericsson wonders what the problem is with frequent handovers ? Ericsson thinks we do not only sent information for the serving cell, but anyway sent information for multiple cells. LG thinks the X2 management might be difficult for fast moving UE’s.

-
Huawei thinks you could argue the eNB is in a better position to handle this. The eNB could know e.g. speed of UE, part of the cell the UE is in,…. So then the eNB could be in a better position to determine the neighbours to consider.

-
Huawei points out that for ICIC, mobility,,,, the eNB anyway needs NCL coordination;

=>
Noted

Discussion:

Positioning set

-
QC assumes that the positioning set is much larger than mobility set; the PRS’s are designed to be heard much further away.

-
Huawei assumes that for mobility a cell may have 15 neighbours. For positioning Huawei assumes we have the same magnitude.  Huawei assume the transport of this information over X2 is not a big problem.

-
QC assumes that the positioning set is larger. Otherwise there would be no reason for PRS and increased hearability.

-
Polaris commented that the number of considered cells in the positioning set correlates directly with the obtainable positioning accuracy. The set could be as big as 30.

-
QC assumes blanking of subframes would be a quite static configuration. The updating of assistance data would have to take place more often (related to timing drift).

-
Huawei wonders if it is really true that you would have a static configuration is you use positioning only for emergency calls.

-
NSN sees no problems with both alternatives related to PRS/subframe/blanking configuration.

Other

-
Vdf wonders if we should not have a solution in which for some positioning methods we should have alt1, and others alt2. Depending on positioning method, one alternative would have to be selected.


-
AT&T thinks both alternatives work, but not prefer a hybrid approach. AT&T would prefer alt2.

-
Which alternative to take seems mostly a matter of taste. Both proponents seems to agree that the other solution also works.

-
Verizon would be ok with a “hybrid” solution (OTDOA with alt1; alt2 for the rest)

-
Panasonic wonders if in this “hybrid” case GNSS is only using SUPL ? Or still a control-plane solution ?  Verizon thinks both can work

-
Given TA+AOA methods, CATT thinks UE needs to contact the eNB. So hybrid might be usefull.

-
“Hybrid solution” (as explained by Verizon):


- AGNSS: end to end LPP


- OTDOA: LPP + LPP1-light for assistance (for assistance data); no LPPa


- eCid: 



- CP: LPPa



- UP: LPP + LPP1-light support where necessary

-
CATT wonders how hybrid solution works if the measurement has to come from UE ? 

-
TIM thinks this seems to be 2 architecture. TIM would prefer to stick with 1 architecture. TMO also prefers no hybrid

-
Vdf wonders if we use LPP only for AGNSS, can we not use RRLP ? QC points out that RRLP has an unfortunate dual-branch structure since it started with GPS only.

-
ALU wonders for alt2, whether LPP is AS or NAS ? QC thinks this is a “religious” question. QC hopes this can be answer later, but intention is that it is transparent for the eNB.


Show of hands on options:


1) Alternative 1:

[3 companies]


2) Alternative 2:

[15 companies]


3) Hybrid solution:
[4 companies]

-
Chairman asks if we could go for alternative 2 ? Ericsson would like more time to think about it. QC wonders if we can continue with our work on the basis as a working assumption ? Ericsson thinks working assumption and decision is almost the same.

-
Huawei was not in favour of alternative 2, but is still ok to take this way forward. Verizon would also like to have a decision by this meeting. 

-
After the break, Ericsson indicated agrees that it would be good to take a decision at this meeting. Therefore Ericsson is fine to take a working assumption for alternative 2. However we should make sure that the concerns expressed are sufficiently addressed.

=>
Will go for alternative 2

=>
QC will update the TS accordingly (i.e. removal of alternative 1 info, and removal of “alternative2 headlines” in R2-094071

R2-094071:
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 36.305
=>
NSN thinks some changes from R2-093860 are missing. i.e. the aspects of UE reporting what it has. Can talk offline if the wording needs to be improved.

=>
NSN would like to see the question captured on the internal LCS client case what happens at handover with an FFS.

-
Ericsson wonders if the first picture in section 5 really needs to be there ?  Can leave it.

-
Ericsson wonders whether the interface between SLP and SMLC will be specified ? QC not completely sure. Probably OMA.

=>
EMAIL DISC approval up to Wednesday 8th midnight Pacific. On Monday QC will provide v1.0.2. R2-094098. Last agreed version you provide is v1.1.0 in R2-094097
Stage-2: OTDOA

R2-093741:
Cell Synchronisation for OTDOA
Vodafone
Disc

=>
Updated before presentation to R2-094023

R2-094023:
Cell Synchronisation for OTDOA
Vodafone, NTT DCM, TMO
Disc

-
This document was also presented in RAN1.

-
Huawei wonders if we have a non-standardised LMU ? QC thinks we assume in RAN2 that there could be LMU’s but the function is not standardised in Rel-9.

-
Only impact on Ran2 is that Vdf thinks we should be able to handle a non-SFN synchronised deployment.

=>
We confirm that non-SFN synchronised deployments should be considered
R2-093940:
Positioning subframe configuration for OTDOA
Huawei
Disc

-
QC wonders if the assumption is that the UE’s need to know the positioning subframes for non-positioning, e.g. cell strength measurements. NSN thinks as long as you do not use the subframes for something else, the positioning subframes only need to be known for positioning. Regular CRS’s will always still be present.

-
Karri was assuming this would be in BCCH (no NSN position).

-
Panasonic was assuming this does not need to be in BCCH. This can be part of dedicated assistance data.

-
Chairman wonders what the gain is to know the positioning subframes in the serving cell only ? You anyway need to know the subframes in other cells before you can do OTDOA positioning.

-
NSN assumes that the subframe pattern would be the same for all cells. The PRS sequence would be derived from the CQI. Panasonic thinks still all this information could be provided by dedicated signalling.

-
Panasonic wonders if RAN1 would already have some assumption on the frequency of change.

=>
Will sent LS to RAN1 to ask for more clarification on the rate of change, and whether all UE’s need to be aware of this configuration in R2-094070

Stage-2: E-CID

R2-093860:
Definitions and support for E-CID methods
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.305
REL-9 LCS_LTE

-
ALU wonders if 8.3.1 implies that e.g. RSRP/RSRQ are only provided from the UE. This is the not the QC intention. It is just indicating who did the measurement.

-
ALU wonders what makes the UE take these measurements ? QC indicates the positioning req will initiate what should be reported.  QC assumes that the indicated measurements will typically be available already in the UE.

-
RIM wonders if 8.3.2-2 only includes information from the serving cell ? QC indicates this could also be from neighbouring cells. QC assumes the UE can sent the measurements it already has i.e. no additional measurement need to be triggered due to the positioning.

-
RIM thinks it would be complicated if both eNB and SMLC can configure measurements. However if it is just reporting what you have already, then this problem should not exist.

-
ALU wonders why it would be better to have the UE provide these measurements instead of the eNB ? QC indicates one reason is SUPL. Other benefit is that the UE might anyway have the information already.

=>
Offline it was clarified there is NO measurement configuration coming from EMSLC.

=>
In addition it was clarified that the UE only reports what it has. It is up to the UE whether it updates measurement results before it reports.

=>
With these 2 changes, the text proposal can be included in the TS.
R2-093765:
Introduction Of TA+AOA position method in stage 2 spec
CATT
Disc

Proposal 1:

=>
36.300 CR is in principle agreed in R2-094072

Proposal 2:

-
Already covered with previous document.

Proposal 3:

=>
Can leave this decision to RAN1/RAN4
Stage-2: E-SMLC capabilities

R2-093858:
Need for indication of E-SMLC capabilities
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
R2-093938:
Discussion on E-SMLC positioning capabilities
Huawei
Disc

Discussion of both:

-
Ericsson tends to agree with Huawei; what is exactly the use case for knowing the SMLC capability ? QC thinks that e.g. to prevent the UE unnecessary asking for assistance data from the SMLC, it would be good for the UE to know what the SMLC supports (e.g. which A-GNSS system is supported).

-
Ericsson understands the general principle, but wonders if there are practical cases. 

-
NSN sees some benefits for mobile originated requests, given that different satellite methods may be supported.

-
CATT assumes that in the MO case, the UE cares about quality of positioning, not the method. CATT wonders if the UE can choose the method, then what node is finally going to choose the method ? Is there a negotiation between UE and SMLC ?

-
QC clarirified that MS based assistance data for GPS is 1500 bytes. So multiple request would mean quite a lot of data. So it would be good if the UE could use “stored data”. QC assumes that the SMLC would not limit the AGNSS positioning request to specific AGNSS systems but the UE could use as much as he supports. So the request from the SMLC will not request the UE to use specific AGNSS methods.

-
ALU wonders why the UE cannot just indicate what it supports, and then the SMLC complies as far as he can comply. QC thinks the SMLC is often blind to what capabilities the UE has, and even more about what assistance data it already supports.

=>
Can be handled in a stage-2 positioning email discussion  EMAIL DISC [66b#8]
Stage-2: Other

R2-093861:
Miscellaneous updates to TS 36.305
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.305
REL-9 LCS_LTE

-
Nokia wonders about UE based OTDOA: is there not some complexity to consider for the system ? It is true that some additional assistance data will have to be provided to the UE, and the UE will have to do this computation. QC expects little specification impact, but there is some UE implementation complexity.

-
Nokia thinks we should be careful about adding this. QC points out that we have it in UMTS. ALU thinks it is not really used. QC thinks OTDOA in general is not deployed in UMTS.

-
Panasonic sees no strong need to have this.

-
QC thinks that if you want to enable a combination of position methods to be all UE based, then it might be beneficial to have it.

=>
Will keep “UE based OTDOA” FFS.

=>
CATT would appreciate some clarification on “based” versus “assisted”.Can add a few words on this (“based” means the entity performs the actual location computation”

=>
With these 2 changes, other changes can be include in R2-094071

R2-093942:
Discussion on multiple location sessions for a UE at any one time
Huawei
Disc

- 
Proposed LS in R2-093944

Proposal 1/2:

-
NSN wonders what a “location session” is ? Huawei explains it is related to a positioning procedure

-
QC agrees with the way proposed. Polaris also supports the proposal

-
CATT wonders what the “positioning method” means ? Is it referring to CP and UP ? QC assumes this would be an example of the same positioning method. With positioning method we mean OTDOA, AGNSS or ECId.

-
Ericsson wonders what happens if the quality of service requirements are contradicting for different requests ? QC thinks there is on problem if AGNSS and OTDOA request are provided at the same time with different QOS. The OTDOA is normally much quicker so could be requested with a lower QOS than the AGNSS request.

-
Note that if you have a combined request for multiple positioning methods, then you cannot handle any other requests for these multiple positioning methods.

-
ALU wonders what happens if you get a request for the same positioning method via CP and UP ? QC thinks this is the same as multiple requests in CP. QC assumes the second request would be rejected if this happens.

-
ALU wonder why we want to handle ECiD separately ? QC thinks one client could neighbour RSSI, and another for TA-AOA.

-
Chairman wonders if this does not unnecessarly complicate this (e.g. 2 different requests for periodical reporting for ECid) ?

-
CATT wonders if for ECid there is only 1 method ? QC thinks this is not true since ECId also include the other radio measurements. However you could argue that the UE just provides any additional information available.

=>
We will support one ongoing session per positioning method.

Proposal 3/ 3bis:

=>
More SA2 area

R2-093857:
SUPL annex for TS 36.305
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.305
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
flows for X.4 are missing.

-
Ericsson wonders if x.2 is really necessary, because it is a copy of 23.891. QC thought it would be usefull to provide this for information. However QC would be fine to have it as a reference.

=>
Will see update with missing flows and any other offline comments in R2-094073

R2-094073:
SUPL annex for TS 36.305
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.305
REL-9
LCS_LTE

=>
Agreed to be included in v1.0.2
R2-093906:
Location service support by E-UTRAN
Huawei
Disc

- 
Huawei clarifies that only proposal 2 remains relevant.

-
QC would be ok with this.

-
Chairman wonders what the intention is with this. Huawei would like these messages 1 and 5 in figure 2 should be S1 messages. QC thinks this could be normal MLP messages transported over S1.

-
ALU wonders what happens in case of a handover ? Huawei thinks the eNB might get a response eventhough the UE has moved. ALU wonders which eNB gets the response. Huawei wonders if we could leave this FFS.

-
Huawei would like as much as possible similarity with normal LCS clients.

-
CATT wonders to what node the eNB talks to ? QC assumes the eNB would talk to the MME, QC assume it is MLP + (to be defined protocol GMLC and MME) tunnelled over S1.

=>
Agree to include the text proposal updates for alt 2 in the TS (R2-094071)

=>
Will have an email discussion (EMAIL DISC) to discuss remaining stage-2 positioning issues:[QC] [66b#8]

a) obtaining SMLC capability 

Stage-3
R2-093859:
Proposed skeleton for stage 3 LPP specification
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
The skeleton seems to imply that RAN2 would define LPPa. However this could also be done by RAN3.  QC thinks it could be one spec, but RAN3 responsible for the concerning section 6.

-
ALU thinks we should not have stage-3 specifications shared between 2 groups. Ericsson shares the same concern.

=>
Assumption is that RAN2 will define LPP, and RAN3 will define LPPa, and there will be 2 separate specifications.

R2-093862:
Initial proposed contents for stage 3 LPP specification
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
The deletions after section 4 were not intended.

-
Chairman point out that since we now have 2 separate spec’s, we do not need to consider the eNB part any more.

-
Ericsson would prefer some less abstraction and it makes the specification less clear. I.e. why not talk about UE and E-SMLC clearly. NSN agrees with this comment

=>
EMAIL DISC on initial LPP stage-3 text [66b#9]. [QC]

=>
Wil have LS to RAN3/SA2 about the status and request RAN3 to specify LPPa in R2-094074
(LCS_LTE-NBPS, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090354)

R2-094013:
Comparisons of OTDOA and RTT Location Methods in LTE Polaris Wireless
Disc REL-9 LCS_LTE-NBPS

not treated

Not available/Too late/Withdrawn
R2-094001
Concerns on LCS Architecture
NTT DOCOMO Inc. (LCS_LTE-NBPS, leading WG: RAN2, 
=>
Withdrawn
6.2
Support for IMS Emergency Calls over LTE (RP-081140)

(IMS_EMER_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: Dec. 08; target: Sep. 09, WIDS: RP-081140)

Stage-2

R2-093825:
IMS Emergency Call
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
B
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

=>
Huawei is quite ok with the stage-2 CR, but the BCCH indicator is still under discussion. So these details should be removed.

-
QC wonders about the local release of the RRC connection. Is it a local release without signalling indication to the network ? ALU is assuming the same behaviour as we already have in Rel-8 for emergency call initiation when you have to go to a CS RAT.

=>
Samsung wonder if in limited service state always the dummy algorithms will be used ? ALU agrees it is not all UE’s in limited service state. Could add the condition “and the UE is not authenticated before starting security”.

-
NEC wonders if we will support terminating emergency call in Rel-9 ? ALU assumes that there is no agreement on a “emergency call back”. Anyway ALU has not identified any impacts on RRC related to that. NEC thinks we might need a paging cause for that. NSN points out that we also do not have IMEI paging in LTE.

=>
NSN would prefer a shorter text for limited service mode, not to conflict with SA3 specifications. SA3 is already listing all cases. Could maybe add a reference to SA3 specifications.

=>
NSN has some smaller corrections. 

=>
Will see update in R2-094066

R2-094066:
IMS Emergency Call
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
B
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

=>
In principle agreed

Limited service state support signalling
R2-093934:
Allowed levels of emergency attach for UEs in limited service state
Huawei
Disc

-
ALU assumes that the SA2 LS indicates that there is only 1 bit per PLMN/ or 1 bit for all PLMN’s, but no other information has to be provided. NSN has the same understanding. Ericsson has the same understanding.

-
ALU clarified that their understanding is that this is a regulatory setting (cases a,b,c,d), and all PLMN’s will have the same setting. Then it is not important for the UE to know what the meaning is.

-
Huawei agrees that the SA2 LS does not indicate anything about the levels, but assumes anyway that this has to be used.

-
Huawei thinks if different levels in a country are allowed, then 1 bit indicator is useless. If there is only 1 interpretation in one country, then the bit might not be needed. The UE could just try once and then know. ALU indicates there is no requirement that all PLMN’s support emergency calls.

-
ALU indicates they had a contribution to CT1 on this, and then they agreed 1 bit is enough.

-
Huawei indicates their proposals only indicate 1 bit.

-
QC wonders if we need a bit per PLMN ? It should be sufficient to have an indication across all PLMN’s.

-
ALU wonders why we should specify the level of access since it can very per country. We just indicate if we support. 

-
Huawei wonders if the UE needs knowledge in advance for countries he is visiting ? No, ALU assumes the UE does not need to know. It will anyway be the same in the whole country.

-
QC agrees with the ALU reasoning.

=>
For this meeting we will assume 1 bit that indicates “IMS VOIP emergency call support in limited service state”. Can revisit this at the next meeting if companies think this is not sufficient/in alignment with CT1 agreements.

R2-093819:
Emergency Support Indication for IMS emergency call
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
NSN prefers alternative 1 but wonders if it is possible, if UE selects one PLMN and the eNB selects another PLMN ? QC thinks that since we are discussing UE’s in limited service state, there is no PLMN selection. ALU thinks anyway the UE NAS will indicate a selected PLMN to the UE AS.

-
Samsung wonders if this is not a similar problem as we discussed for the Ericsson paper in connected mode. I.e. again based on the received GUTI the UE would know the selected PLMN.

-
Huawei thinks we should keep current behaviour that UE always selects the PLMN.

-
Huawei wonders for the case that the eNB selects the MME, what happens after the emergency call ? ALU assumes the UE would perform an emergency Detach, and after that perform a normal PLMN selection.

-
Infineon wonders whether this bit impact cell reselection ? NSN thinks it could impact handling for the UE without valid USIM. E.g. if the bit is not set, the UE could apply Rel-8 behaviour and disable E-UTRAN capability. Infineon wonders if the best behaviour would be that if you have 2G/3G you camp there, and if there is only LTE you look for the PLMN with the bits set ? ALU would assume that when LTE indicates emergency call support, there is no reason to prioritise 2G/3G over LTE.

=>
Assume 1 bit for all PLMN’s together, but verify with CT1.

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia thinks it should be in SIB1 if it impacts cell reselection/suitability criteria. QC thinks it does not need to be in SIB1 because there is no suitability check. So QC thinks it could be in SIB2. ALU is ok with SIB2 as well.

-
Infineon wonders whether the bit can be set per cell or would be consistent over e.g .a PLMN ? ALU indicates for the connected mode case the indication is at TA level.

=>
Can think about this for next meeting.

R2-093820:
Emergency Support Indicator (Alt#1) in BCCH
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
B
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

-
Nokia wonders why the indicator is forwarded to upper layers ? ALU agrees that if NAS indicates an emergency call initiation, AS could take necessary actions. Can be further discussed in email discussion.

=>
CR will be used as baseline for email discussion [66b#10].
R2-093821:
Emergency Support Indicator (Alt#2) in BCCH
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
B
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

=>
No longer needed given other decision.
R2-093719:
Security for Limited Service State UEs
Samsung
Disc

-
ALU thinks this is sufficiently clear already. Security should be started if possible. NSN indiates S3-091092 was agreed which indicates in what cases security procedure would not be applied.

=>
Noted
Other

R2-093822:
Null Integrity Protection Algorithm
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
B
REL-9 IMS_EMER_LTE

=>
Nokia wonders what “can be omitted” mean for the UE. Should this be a “may” ? This should indeed be a “may”

-
Ericsson wonders why we introduce the dummy keys in our specification ? ALU thinks we agreed to this to minimise specification impact. We don’t have to talk about “dummy keys” Ericsson is still fine to include some key, but it is not a special value or something like that.

-
NSN wonders if there is any impact to security handling for re-establishment ? E.g. do we stil provide different keNB* for multiple cell preparation ? ALU thinks it is a mandatory IE. NSN clarifies not really. Chairman assumes we should keep all behaviour as much as possible aligned to normal processing even if not strictly required.

=>
Update of the contribution can provided in the email discussion [66b#10]
R2-093824:
IMS emergency call when UE camps on acceptable cell
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.304
 B REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

-
ZTE thinks if the current LTE does not support the emergency call, the UE could directly reselect to 2G/3G, and not consider LTE further. ALU thinks it should be up to UE implementation whether the UE would still like to perform a PS emergency call in some other EUTRAN cell, or whether to go for a CS emergency call. Nokia agrees with ALU. ALU sees no reason for the specification to require any specific UE behaviour in this respect. In a cople of years, LTE networks might also have large support of IMS emergency calls.

-
Nokia wonders if a more logical change would not be to change the “acceptable cell” definition. This could be considered.

-
Huawei wonders if IMS emergency call is mandatory supported by a UE ? If a UE does not support IMS emergency calls, should the UE not have the Rel-8 behaviour ? NSN thinks this also depends on the operator setting. Can also be considered in the email discussion.

=>
Input for email discussion [66b#10]
R2-093946:
Reconsideration on SIM access for IMS emergency call
Huawei
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
ALU wonders if there is a requirement on having a USIM less UE make a handover from UTRAN to E-UTRAN.

-
ALU has no strong opinion, but thinks it would be simpler to have the same behaviour as in Rel-8.

-
ALU thinks it is quite far fetched to have different handling for normal calls and emergency calls for SIM UE’s. TMO agrees with this.

-
NSN thinks not having this handover supported is a serious problem now, since the UE is anyway in UMTS. However NSN thinks we have asked previously to SA3 how this case should be handled. 

-
ZTE wonders if the SIM-less UE can be handed over from UTRAN to E-UTRAN ? ALU assumes that today SIM&SIMless are handled the same.

-
Note that we are discussion PS->PS only, there is no SRVCC in UTRN->E-UTRAN direction.

-
TMO thinks one could defend support of SIM-less and USIM based UE’s, and not SIM based. Vdf thinks we have the case of a SIM inserted in a LTE mobile. NEC agrees that this is a case to consider. RAN3 has based on service based handover restrictions, this handover can be restricted.

-
NSN would assume that SIM-less and SIM are handled the same in LTE; the UE does not have a USIM.

=>
UTRAN->EUTRAN handover support can be discussed by email. 

=>
Will sent an LS to SA1 to ask which cases need to be supported in R2-094068

R2-093882:
UE behavior related to IMS emergency call
ZTE
CR
36.304
B
REL-9 IMS_EMER_LTE

=>
Can be handled as part of the email discussion.
Outgoing LS to CT1:

-
Huawei would like to also include a verification on these assumption on the emergency call levels. Will also include to verify our assumptions.

-
Include question on 1 bit for all PLMN’s

=>
LS to CT1 in R2-094067

=>
Email disc [66b#10] on all stage-3 CRs related to emergency call, and inter-RAT handover aspect [ALU]

Not available/Too late

R2-093796
Support for null algorithm for emergency calls
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-093947
LS on SIM access for IMS emergency call
Huawei
LSout
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

6.3
MBMS over LTE (RP-090619)

(MBMS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09; target: Dec.09, WIDS: RP-090619)

6.3.1
Stage-2: 36.300

E.g. Where is MCCH located, how many MCH’s do we have, do we have a separate notification, is dynamic scheduling handled by RRC message or MAC CE,… ?

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#18] LTE: MBMS Notification [Huawei]

Report of email discussion on notification [66#18]
R2-093783:
Report of email discussion [66#18] LTE: MBMS Notification
Huawei
Report

Proposal 1:

-
Motorola sees a link between modification period and MCCH notification. If we have a notification, they don’t see a big need for a modification period. LG points out that in UMTS we have notification and modification period. Motorola thinks the delay will be shorter if we have no modification period in that case. Chairman thinks the combination could be usefull for reliability of the notification ?

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson wonders why “at least” ? Huawei assumes that in some cases you receive it “for free” e.g. because of receiving MSCH.

-
Panasonic wonders whether there is a relation between proposal 2 and 3 ? Is proposal 2 based on “no notification” ? NSN assumes session stop will not trigger notification. 

-
Ericsson thinks this is relevant for UE’s receiving the session.

-
LG wonders if the UE has to read in the beginning of the MCCH modification period, or somewhere during the modification period ?

-
Samsung sees no strong need to react to a release in one MCCH modification period.

-
Samsung thinks if we have a notification, then we might not need periodic reading  while receiving an MBMS service.

=>
Noted
R2-093983:
Further discussion on eMBMS requirements
CMCC, KDDI
Disc

-
TMO is supporting this document.

-
Ericsson wonders if the change in definition for service3 is a good change. With the change, the UE will continuously have to read MSCH. In the previous definition, only periodically reading a notification might be sufficient. CMCC thinks that in case of stock information, the information provisioning is almost continuously. Ericsson sees some impact to UE power consumption for doing it this way. CMCC would like to prevent frequeny session establishment/release.

-
LG thinks if we have multiple MCH, the we might not have to extend the LCID space. Can discuss this as part of the user plane discussion.

-
Ericsson wonders if the common understanding is that there is 1 service per MTCH ? Huawei assumes that anyway there can be cases where you want 1 service per MTCH and you want many services.

=>
Noted

R2-093799:
MBMS notification and UE energy consumption in LTE Rel-9
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Table 3 shows that the UE power consumption for receiving a service makes the power for receiving notification or periodic PDCCH reading is negligible.

-
Samsung assumes that table 2 is nice but not complete. E.g. you have to monitor seving cell quality, perform measurements,…. Due to that the UE would have to be active 168s per 12 hours for measurement purposes. CATT agrees the table is not complete. CATT thinks we could use P-RNTI and use PDCCH for the notification.

=>
UE power consumption is not a relevant argument for choosing between notification yes/no.

-
NSN wonders if this means we can choose to not have notification. Ericsson thinks the service requirements might still be relevant e.g. for service mode 3 or 4.

-
Huawei hopes that nobody is assuming to use MBMS as warning system. Then it should be possible to wait for 20s.

-
TMO thinks a delay of 20s is fine.

-
CMCC is not convinced about the power consumption argument.

=>
Given the UE power consumption argument and optionality we might now decide on periodic reading and keep the notification FFS ?

Options:


1) Notification

[12 companies]


2) Periodic reading
[4 companies]

R2-093988:
Notification mechanism for eMBMS
CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent Disc

Proposal 1:

-
It was questioned whether there is one notification per MCCH, or do we have one notification for all MCCH’s ? This question is only relevant when we would have multiple MBSFN areas. Ericsson thinks we can decide this when we decide to have overlapping areas.

-
Panasonic thinks if we support multiple overlapping areas and want separate indications, we would need more bits.

-
Samsung thinks if we have something service specific / MBSFN area specific, the more separate notifications there are, the more wakeups there are. Samsung thought the whole purpose of the notification is UE power consumption. 

-
Ericsson thinks the power consumption difference is marginal. We should only focus on service requirements. NSN agrees.

-
Samsung thinks not having a notification was to reduce complexity. Now we seems to accept a notification without any details.

-
NSN would like to have the notification optional, so that if the PDCCH overhead is to big it should not be used. Huawei thinks that then the notification will only introduce additional complexity. NSN clarifies that they would like an indication somewhere to the UE that he has to do periodic reading or receive a notification. Panasonic thinks this increases UE complexity. QC agrees; this is a power saving aspect for the UE. If now this is optional, then it reduces the motivation for UE’s to support the additional complexity.

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung was assuming we would not specify E-UTRAN behaviour.

-
LG thinks we don’t have frequency update of MCCH during a session. LG would like to use the notification for any MCCH change. 

-
Huawei supports proposal 3. Huawei would prefer not to have to use notifications for ongoing services. This to limit PDCCH load.

-
LG wonders what happens if a UE is receiving one service and might be interesting in another service. 

-
Ericsson supports this proposal.

Proposal 4/5:

-
QC thinks the notification period might be the same as the MCCH modiication period. This would then be similar to the System Information we have.

-
Samsung is a bit worried about the PDCCH load if the UE only needs to check the PDCCH at its paging occasion.

-
ZTE clarifies that if the modification period is 10s, then still e.g. only 2.56s the PDCCH needs to be used.

-
Ericsson thinks the notification is rare. Ericsson is fine with only checking at paging occasion and sees no problem with PDCCH load. Huawei also supports the proposal.

-
Motorola is a bit worried about the PDCCH load if the UE only checks at its paging occasions.

-
Ericsson sees no problem with the PDCCH load. The paging cycle should always be much smaller than the MCCH modification period. QC thinks the same problem was discussed for system information.

Proposal 6:

-
CATT wonders thinks we could consider to use P-RNTI.

R2-093893:
Discussion on a simplified MCCH Notification
ZTE
Disc

R2-093843:
MBMS Notification
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Both Tdocs above not treated.
	Agreements:

1) Will have an MCCH modification period

2) We will have a notification mechanism

3) Notification mechanism will be used for session starts. UE receiving a service will have to read the MCCH every modification period

4) UE in IDLE only needs to check the notification during its paging occasion or does the UE wakeup additionally (FFS)

5) If the UE sees the notification, it will acquire the MCCH after the next MCCH modification period boundary

6) PDCCH with new MBMS Specific M-RNTI is used for notification


MCCH termination

R2-093683:
Termination point of MCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
Huawei wonders why this is a better choice than terminating in the MCE ? NSN agrees this argumentation is missed. One problem Nokia sees with terminating in the MCE is that this will result in more signalling between MCE and RRC.

-
Ericsson thinks we should look at what solution results in most signalling. Even in case of termination in the MCE, we might not have to sent a message every modification period or MCCH transmission. Still it might be possible to only sent it if it changes.

-
ZTE wonders if we have coordination between eNB’s w.r.t. when to transmit ? Nokia explains the MCCH is transmitted MCH with MBSFN. So a central entity or OAM needs to fix the exact transmission. 

-
Chairman wonders what the eNB does if it is unsure about the control plane state ?  Nokia assumes that in that case the eNB should not transmit anything for the MBSFN area.

R2-093776:
MCCH generation and repetitions
Huawei
Disc

Discussion:

-
Ericsson wonders what happens if we terminate in MCE; will we use a sync protocol between MCE and eNB ? Huawei thinks no sync protocol is needed. Huawei assumes that there would be one MCCH message somewhere in the middle of the MCCH modification period going to every eNB.

-
QC wonders if there is really a big difference in both proposals. In both cases there is some transmission to the eNB every modification period.

-
Chairman proposes to let RAN3 decide. Ericsson think we should involve RAN3.

-
Nokia wonders if MCCH is terminated in MCE, it is clear that the eNB cannot only act on this information. I.e. this MCCH information would be transparent for the eNB and stil the eNB receives separate indications of session start/stop etc.

-
Ericsson thinks the eNB could still read the MCCH and do something with it. So why could the eNB not use it ?

-
Samsung agrees both proposals are feasible. Samsung wonders whether in both proposals the MCCH size is semistatically configured ?  Nokia assumes if there is no MCCH received, there is no transmission of the MBSFN area.

-
Ericsson sees a constraint in case of termination in the eNB: all eNB’s would have to be the same ASN.1 version. E.g. if we extend the protocol the message could become longer in  later release. On the otherhand if MCE and eNB are different release, the eNB might not be able to interprete evething. Can mention this in the LS. 
=>
Will sent an LS to RAN3 to indicate the 2 possibilities, indicate that we see no show stopper for any of them, and ask RAN3 to decide in R2-094075.

Measurement gaps <-> MBSFN reception

R2-093993:
MBMS and measurement gaps
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
CATT thinks this is more than implementation issue.

-
Huawei thinks it is complicated to configure the measurement gap for all UE’s without this information.

-
IPW thinks measurement gaps of 6ms every 40/80ms can be recovered by higher layer coding. For MCCH we have repetition. So IPW does not really see a big problem. Ericsson is not sure about FER coding. This would require some further discussion.

-
For mobility we need a gap of 6ms every 40 or 80ms. So why not create a gap in MBSFN transmission of 7ms. Then always the gap could be in that location. As long as the majority of UE’s has not gaps configured, there should be no serious scheduling problem.

=>
For Rel-9 we assume there is no reason to inform eNB about MBMS reception status.

R2-093701:
Report of receiving and modified E-MBMS service of UE
CATT, CMCC, Huawei, ZTE
Disc

not treated
Other
R2-093779:
Rapporteur's input (discussion)
Huawei
Disc

noted
R2-093780:
Rapporteur's input (CR)
Huawei
CR
36.300
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-093841:
Renaming multi-cell transmission
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-093869:
Discussion on MBMS capability
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093700:
The MCCH Reception of LTE R9 UE in Overlapping Areas
CATT
Disc

R2-093782:
Discrimination of MBSFN subframe usage
Huawei
Disc

R2-093671:
MBMS dynamic scheduling for future MSAP occasion
ETRI
Disc

R2-094014:
Clarifications of MBMS Area Reserved Cell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093773:
Unicast transmission in MBMS subframes
Huawei
Disc

R2-093842:
MBMS Radio Bearer Release in the UE
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093840:
MBMS Service Prioritisation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093873:
Discussion on Service Continuity
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

The 10 Tdocs above were not treated
=>
Will see Stage-2 update proposal for capturing these agreement in R2-094076, and the agreements from the user plane discussions

R2-094076:
MBMS agreements RAN2#66bis

=>
15.3.3, we should clarify transmissions are only stopped for this MCH

-
Ericsson wonders if the last bullet under 15.3.5. should be clarified to be only applicable if the UE is receiving a session. Huawei assumes this is not essential ? Remove the intention of this bullet, and start it with “When the UE is receiving an MBMS service,….”

=>
Remove the indentation or the last bullet in 15.3.5

=>
With these two change, the CR is in principle agreed in R2-094116
6.3.2
Control Plane

What is the MCCH contents ? How to structure it ?

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#19] LTE: MBMS Control Plane details [Samsung]

Report of email discussion on MBMS CP issues [66#19]
R2-093831:
E-mail discussion on eMBMS control plane details (66#19)
Samsung (Rapporteur)
Report
Agreed way forward 1:

-
Samsung clarifies that on MCCH, there would still be an MSAP for the whole MCH carryring MCCH and possible MTCH’s.

-
Ericsson wonders if this excludes the possibility to have an MSAP on BCCH ?

-
Nokia points out that the proposal indicates use of MSAP may be reconsidered at later stage. Samsung clarifies this is because we do not know the details of the MSAP signalling. So there might not be a large difference between MSAP signalling or indicating MCCH subframes specifically.

Agreed way forward 4:

-
Panasonic is not sure what this really means ? Is not a result of this consequence that a UE would have to monitor multiple MCCH’s ?

-
Samsung wonders what is really unclear. Samsung proposes to agree on the signalling structure. Then we can still decide that a UE only need to receive the first MBSFN area in Rel-9.

-
Panasonic agrees we should consider forward compability. However they are not sure this is the best mechanism and would like more time for this. 

-
Ericsson supports this proposal.

-
LG does not prefer this solution. LG would prefer to have no service specific information on BCCH. If we have multiple MCCH’s, then LG would prefer to have multiple MCCH information in the first MCCH. Samsung clarifies there is no service information on the BCCH. Nokia points out we have agreed to have no hierarchical MCCH’s.

-
Huawei supports proposal 4. Ericsson supports proposal 4.

-
Ericsson was assuming that the UE knows in its directory what MBSFN area provides what service. Panasonic agrees if this assumption is correct, then there is no UE complexity. However Panasonic is not sure we have this. Panasonic is concerned about the UE power consumption. Panasonic points out that if we have multiple MCCH information in BCCH then the frequency of change of BCCH might increase. We should check this !

-
CATT supports proposal 4, but we should keep it FFS which MCCH is received by the Rel-9 UE.

Way forward 8:

- 
IPW wonders if this does not depend on the dynamic scheduling approach ? So why do we have 8 ? Samsung thinks we already have this in Rel-8. If the UE misses the MSCH, he could still determine when to stop listening based on the order.
	BCCH signalling related agreements:

1) Agreed way forward #1: indicate the subframe allocation for MCCH on BCCH directly and not indirectly by indicating the MSAP of the PMCH on which it it mapped. Further details are FFS. Use of PMCH MSAP may be reconsidered (at a later stage i.e. when the MSAP signalling is more clear) only if it can really simplify without introducing much additional overhead

2) MSAP occasion period is not indicated i.e. the MCCH subframe allocation for MCCH in conjunction with the repetition period should be sufficient for the UE to acquire MCCH

3) For now, CR should only include one MBSFN area/1 MCCH reference in BCCH.

MCCH signalling related agreements:

5) Modified and unmodified services listed together i.e. no distinction between the two

6) No service status for the moment, until a clear need/ use case is agreed

7) Working assumption is to have a short session identity e.g. for use in the scheduling information, but the details are FFS (e.g. whether logical channel identity is used, whether explicit signalling is avoided i.e. identity is determined by the order in the list)

8): Sessions are (dynamically) scheduled in the order in which they are included in this list. Note that this does not imply a priority, only the order.


Where on BCCH ?

R2-093781:
MBMS SIB
Huawei
Disc
not treated
	Agreements:

1) 
Create a new SIB to carry MBMS information except for MBSFN subframe configuration list.

2) 
UEs in RRC_CONNECTED or RRC_IDLE state should receive the new SIB based on MBMS interest


QOS

R2-093771:
One or more MCS/MCH ?
Huawei
Disc

-
Huawei corrected the reference for the coding standard (RAPTOR instead of FLUTE) RFC5053

R2-093798:
QoS Mechanisms for MBMS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
IPW wonders if we have multiple MCCH on one PMCCH, is this a kind of transport channel multiplexing ? Or is it multiplexing in the time domain ?

-
Ericsson would like to add a cell specific MSAP addition on the BCCH. Ericsson thinks no additional MSCH information might be needed if the scheduling on the additional subframes is the same.

-
ZTE wonders whether these retransmissions are done in the same MBSFN area or in a different MBSFN area ? Ericsson explains that the retransmissions are only performed in the concerning cells. Ericsson thinks we could look at it that for the UE it is one MBSFN area.  But ZTE thinks this is incorrect because the combining set of cells is different.

-
NSN wonders what is the gain compared to using different MBSFN areas with different MCS ? Ericsson thinks it is more complex from a network point of view. NSN wonders what happens in the areas where you do not have the retransmissions, what do you have ?  Ericsson thinks this could be used for unicast.

-
Panasonic wonders what the assumption is no the soft-buffer ? Will this be a separate buffer ? Ericsson thinks separate buffers are preferable. 

-
Motorola thinks this is a kind of overlapping MBSFN area concept. Seems not in aligment with non-overlapping areas ? 

-
Motorola thought we had already agreed no blind retransmissions ? Ericsson agrees from efficiency point of view there is not so much gain, but they would like to have it for varying inter-site distance.

-
Samsung wonders if now the MSAP would be indicated on the BCCH ? Would we always indicate the MSAP on the BCCH i.e. never on MCCH ?  Ericsson thinks that the only place where a cell specific allocation can be made is BCCH.

-
ZTE wonders if the first transmission is only on one MCH or multiple ? Eriscson proposes no changes for the first transmission.

-
Samsung wonders what the gain is of proposal 3 compared to proposal 2 ? 

R2-093894:
MCS configuration method
ZTE
Disc

not treated
Options:


1) 1 MCH per MBSFN area, with one MCS [2 companies]

2) 1 MCH per MBSFN area with different MCS based on MSCH/blind decoding [3 companies]


3) Multiple MCH per MBSFN area with one MCS per MCH [8 companies]


4) Dynamically changing MBSFN area with blind HARQ retransmissions [4 companies]

Discussion

-
Panasonic wonders if MCCH and MTCH could have a different QOS. Chairman assumes that this is a separate optimisation. Here we focus on MTCH’s.

-
ZTE thinks if we use multiple MCH, we get more losses at the end of a MSAP occasion.

-
NSN thinks proposal 4 is not simple and brings a lot of complexity. NSN would prefer option 3.

-
Motorola thinks that option 2 means 1 transport channel with different MCS. ZTE clarifies that in one subframe there is one MCS.

-
Huawei would prefer 1 MCS. Huawei thinks 1 MCS is sufficient. Nokia thinks it would be bold to only rely on application layer FEC. Huawei thinks then we should first get information before we do things. Ericsson agrees we cannot rely on that being suitable for all type of services.

-
CMCC is not sure if different QOS is needed at AS level. CMCC thinks option 2 is a subset of 1 QOS. 

-
For option 2 Samsung sees some complexity; if not all services are scheduled, you might have to try multiple blind decodings at a boundary ?

=>
One MBSFN area can contain 1 or more MCH’s, with one MCS per MCH.

	Agreement:

1) One MBSFN area can contain 1 or more MCH’s, with one MCS per MCH.


Specification of the MSAP
R2-093702:
MSAP signalling design
CATT
Disc

R2-093833:
Further eMBMS control plane details
Samsung
Disc

R2-093895:
MSAP configuration
ZTE
Disc

All 3 Tdocs above not treated.
Three options:


1. MBSFN-SubframeConfiguration Index + Offset, Period, delta bitmap


2. Number of MBSFN-SubframeConfiguration Index + one allocation period + size per MCH

3. Number of (MBSFN-SubframeConfiguration Index + subset bitmap for subframes)
=> This topic can be discussed by email [66b#11] up to the next meeting

Other
R2-093848:
Message structure for Rel-9 MBMS
Panasonic
Disc

Only proposal 4,7 and 8 are remaining.

Proposal 4:

-
Huawei thinks this is the current agreement situation. 

Proposal 7/8:

-
CATT wonders how long the gap would need to be ? Panasonic thinks something like 320ms (same as MSAP duration).

-
Samsung wonders if this is a standard issue or implementation issue, if the MCCH allocation is indicated separately. Panasonic would like to standardise

-
NSN assumes that session starts can be advertised slightly inadvanced of the data.

-
Chairman wonders why we cannot specify that the UE should apply the new configuration asap. E.g. if this takes 20ms, probably not much goes wrong ? Panasonic is also worried about the case MCCH is missed. Then it would be good to have another opportunity to receive MCCH.

-
Samsung wonders how MCCH can be missed ? 

-
Huawei thinks when possible, we should use the same principles for MCCH reception as for BCCH reception.

=>
Noted (not so much support)

R2-093774:
Two steps to find MCCH
Huawei
Disc

not treated
R2-093832:
Baseline CR capturing agreements on eMBMS
Samsung
CR
36.331
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
All decisions in CP agenda will be captured in 36.331 CR.

=>
Should see update on Friday reflecting made agreements in R2-094077
R2-094077:
Baseline CR capturing MBMS agreements affecting 36.331
=>
Agreed as basis for further work

=>
Continuation of MBMS Control Plane email discussion (EMAIL DISC [66b#11])


- How to specify the MSAP for MCH


- How to indicate MCCH subframes on BCCH


- QOS handling for MCCH


- Maybe some structuring aspect

Not available/Too late

R2-093866
eMBMS bearers setup & release
NEC
Disc

=>
Withdrawn
6.3.3
User Plane

Required adaptations to PDCP, RLC and/or MAC ?

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#20] LTE: MBMS User Plane details [Huawei]

Report of email discussion on MBMS UP issues [66#20]
R2-093784:
Report of email discussion on MBMS user plane details [66#20]
Huawei
Report
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson would still like to present R2-093800

-
Indication of support:


RRC:

[4 companies]


MAC CE:
[15 companies]

Proposal 2:

-
Chairman asks if this would mean that this means the rule in MAC will change because now a MAC SDU would be scheduled before a MAC CE ? Huawei agrees. So if we have a notification, maybe this is not so important anymore and we could keep the current rule.

Proposal 3:

-
Chairman wonders whether the intention is to use the same sync protocol, or something similar ? NEC thinks it is anyway a question for RAN3. 

-
We can ask this question in the LS to RAN3. Can be included in the LS in R2-094075. Will ask if RAN2 can work on the assumption that something similar is used.
	Agreements:

1) Dynamic Scheduling is transported in a MAC CE 


MSCH: MAC or RRC?
R2-093800:
Dynamic Scheduling Information in LTE MBMS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
LG also would prefer RRC.

=>
Noted
Location of “MSCH”
R2-093897:
Dynamic scheduling information transmission
ZTE
Disc

R2-093772:
Advanced transmission of Dynamic Scheduling Information
Huawei
Disc

-
Huawei supports ZTE’s proposal 2.
More than once:

-
About sending twice: how likely is it that the UE misses MSCH ? Lowest BLER so far is probably 10E-3 ? Samsung thinks if you loose MSCH 1 every 1000 MSAP occasions, only in 0,1% of the MSAP occasions you have to receive the MSAP completely (still limited order). Is this a problem ?

-
Huawei thinks it is not needed to sent it more than once, but Huawei would like to advance.

-
ZTE wonders where the 10E-3 comes from ?  Samsung indicates this was in a table previously presented for MBMS services. Huawei thinks even for 10E-2 it is stil fine to sent it only once.

-
ZTE thinks if there is padding, there is no cost of sending MSCH multiple times.

Advancing the MSCH:

-
Samsung wonders whether there is really big processing gain if during the processing of MSCH the UE does not have to receive ?

-
ZTE assumes 2/3 ms processing.

-
QC thinks it could be worth investigating the receiver during 2 or 3 TTI’s. QC thinks this could be a significant benefit. Ericsson also thinks this could be worthwhile.

-
QC wonders where the MCCH is ? 

-
Chairman wonders whether the MSCH would be ? Nokia wonders whether we would end up using a subframe just for scheduling information if there is no other MTCH there ?

-
ZTE proposes in the last subframe of the previous MSAP occasion.

-
Samsung indicates we have not agreed on the MSAP occasion specification. It could e.g. be that all subframes for a certain MCH are in the beginning of a 320ms period. Then it means that the MSCH is e.g 200ms earlier than the next MSAP occasion. So it has some implication for the scheduling to the eNB ?

=>
Noted; there seems to be some interest in this. So can discuss this further.

	Agreements:

1) In one MSAP occasion, we will only sent the MSCH once.


Content synchronisation

R2-093899:
MBMS Content Synchronisation
Samsung
Disc
-
Samsung admits the probability calculations are not completely correct, but should be quite close to the thruth (i.e. 10E-6 or -7)

-
Huawei wonders if with this approach we do not need any change to RLC and MAC ? Samsung confirms.

-
NEC agrees it would be nice if we can keep the current RLC/MAC. Samsung assumes that some counters are set to 0 at every MSAP occasion. If this is true you can automatically synchronise at the next MSAP occasion.

-
NSN wonders if it is true that packet loss are uncorrelated. Is this a fair assumption ? Samsung thinks if the losses are correlated with the same overall average loss rate, then the results are much better.

-
Nokia thinks there could be other reasons to change MAC for LCID. Then RLC might need to be update for window size. Samsung agrees. The only proposal is not to change MAC/RLC for the content synchronisation reason.

-
Huawei supports the proposal. But Huawei would not like to exclude other MAC/RLC changes.

-
LG supports Samsung analysis.

	Agreements:

1) Current assumption is that no change is needed to RLC and MAC for content synchronisation. i.e. e.g. no requirement on one LI per SDU.


=>
to RAN3 in R2-094075 we would indicate that we assume a protocol similar to the UMTS sync protocol is used. Especially we would like to verify:


1) 1 Sync protocol PDU contains 1 RLC SDU


2) Even if eNB lost synchronisation for one MSAP occasion, it can still transmit all the data in the next MSAP occasion if it gets all sync protocol PDU’s related to that MSAP occasion?
R2-093682:
Modified RLC UM for MBSFN transmission
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, CMCC
R2-093688:
One LI per SDU for eMBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093865:
RLC-UM for MBMS over LTE
NEC
Disc
The 3 Tdocs above were not treated.
MCCH repetition

R2-093699:
HARQ combination of MCCH
CATT
Disc

R2-093777:
RLC UM procedure for MBMS reception
Huawei
Disc

-
Huawei thinks we should not open up for HARQ retransmission on MCH for MCCH now, if we after long discussions agreed not to have it for MTCH. CATT thinks this can be handled separately.

-
Chairman assumes that if we have no segmentation (i.e. typically MCCH in one subframe), RLC-UM does not have any gain ?

-
Samsung sees a problem with a HARQ scheme if the subframe contains something else then MCCH. This seems thus not acceptable for larger BW’s.

-
Samsung thinks that given that even in smaller BW we have 6 RB’s, which would still something like 1000bits, so segmentation is not so likely.

-
Ericsson also sees problems with HARQ w.r.t. multiplexing. In addition it could fill a HARQ buffer for a long time.

-
Ericsson also sees no strong need for RLC-UM repetition, so Ericsson would prefer RRC. Panasonic agrees with this.

	Agreement:

1) MCCH repetitions are handled at RRC level.


LCID size

R2-093775:
Logical Channel Identity for MBMS transmission
Huawei
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
LG thinks now we have agreed that we can have multiple MCH. So is it still needed ? Chairman admits it would lead to some multiplexing loss if different services with the same QOS would be handled by different MCH’s just for LCID size reasons.

R2-093703:
Multiplexing of MTCH
CATT
Disc

Discussion
Proposal 1:

-
Chairman wonders how we go to 7 bits ? Would it mean we use the 2 R-bits ? Huawei confirms.

-
CMCC agrees that even with multiple MCH’s, it would still be good to extend the LCID., e.g. when thinking about audio services, you would have more than 32 services with the same QOS.

-
Samsung thinks with multiple MCH there is less need to extend LCID. Samsung thinks we do not have to optimise for a large usage case, but for the typical case.

-
ZTE supports the Huawei proposal.

-
LG wonders when would you have more than 32 services at the same time ? CMCC refers to R2-093983. LG is not convinced.

-
NSN  wonders if we have more than 32 services, the DSI will not become too big ? 

-
Ericsson is also not convinced that this is really needed.

=>
Noted; can allow offline discussion and revisit at next meeting

MCCH LCID:

-
CATT wonders if there is a problem if we fix the MCCH LCID =0 in case of overlapping MBSFN areas ?  As long as we only have one MCCH on one MCH, it is enough to only have 1 value.

-
LG indicates that on some MCH’s there will be no MCCH. If we fix the value, does it mean we cannot use LCID=0 on these MCH’s ?  Chairman assumes you could still use LCID=0.

	Agreements:
1) On MCH the MCCH LCID is 0.
- note that if there is no MCCH on MCH, an MTCH could use this value.

2) MCCH explicitly signal the LCID for each MTCH
3) LCID is explicitly indicated in MAC subheader for each MBMS transmission.


Other

R2-093737:
EMBMS scheduling principles
IPWireless
Disc

-
Samsung assumes that the sync protocol indicates where every service is scheduled. So there is no scheduling freedom for the eNB. Nokia thinks the question becomes relevant when there is more data then can be fitted in one MSAP occasion. Then the question is what the eNB’s should drop.

-
Huawei thought the BMSC could take care.

-
Samsung assumed that there could be cases where the eNB has to drop, but it would just start from the end; i.e. the last service.

=>
Can ask this question in the LS to RAN3. Noted

R2-093918:
Simulation results for Blind HARQ transmission on MCH
ITRI
Disc

-
NSN wonders when looking at the curves whether really MBSFN transmissions have been considered. The gains seem to large. ITRI considered only 1 cell case. NSN indicates that is not representative. If we have the MBSFN gains, this should result in the same benefit as blind HARQ.

-
ITRI assumes their simulations are still valid for the MBSFN boundary case.

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-093874:
Discussion on RLC UM for eMBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

not treated
Contents of “MSCH”:
R2-093778:
Details of Dynamic Scheduling Information
Huawei
Disc

R2-093990:
Details of eMBMS dynamic scheduling information
CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-093896:
eMBMS Scheduling Information Structure
ZTE
Disc

R2-094016:
MAC PDU design for eMBMS scheduling information
Potevio
The 4 Tdocs above were not treated.
Options for scheduling info:
a) Length + sharing/border bit

b) Differential start/end (still ambiguity?)

Options for absence

a) Explicit LCID

b) Bitmap 

c) Length=0

=> User plane agreements will be captured in R2-094076
=>
Continuation of MBMS User Plane email discussion (EMAIL DISC [66b#12])

- Extension of LCID space
- How to advance MSCH information

- Is there a problem with common search space for notification

- Contents of MSCH MAC CE

Not available/Too late/Withdrawn
R2-093681
Modified RLC UM for MBSFN transmission Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent Disc

=> Withdrawn
6.4
Home-eNB enhancements (RP-090351)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090351)

Covering LTE specific stage-2 aspects and LTE stage-3 aspects. Common UMTS/LTE aspects should be discussed under 4.2.

R2-093870:
Correction for HNB Name (36.300)
Huawei
CR
36.300
B
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-093754:
Proposed CR for hybrid cell (36.331)
Huawei
CR
36.331
B
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-093755:
Proposed CR for hybrid cell (36.304)
Huawei
CR
36.304
B
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-093864:
Discussions on CSG offset
Huawei
Disc

R2-093695:
Notification for reducing inter-frequency CSG-cell searching load
ETRI
->
Updated before presentation in R2-094021

R2-094021:
Notification for reducing inter-frequency CSG-cell searching load
ETRI
All 5 Tdocs above not treated.
6.5
Public Warning System (PWS) (RP-090649)
(PWS-RAN, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: June 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090649)

R2-093943:
Public Warning System (PWS)
Huawei
Disc

-
AT&T indicates that CMAS has a cap-event-code. There is 29 definitions from presidential alert to smaller aspects. AT&T assumes there are more that 32 different cap-event-codes. So AT&T assumes something like 64 parallel warning.

-
NSN assumes that each CMAS alerts 90 characters with 7 bit encoding.

-
W.r.t. security, AT&T assumes that any notification the UE obtains should be provided to the UE. Can be checked.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be strange that a Rel-8 ETWS UE does not need to receive CMAS

-
NSN assumes PWS is the umbrella for CMAS and ETWS

-
Huawei wonders if Rel-9 is limited to receipt of CMAS and ETWS ? NSN would assume other message would have other codes.

=>
Noted

R2-093827:
Enhancement of ETWS to support PWS/CMAS Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc

-
Ericsson assumes the ETWS requirements do not change, but CMAS requirements are added. Ericsson is ok to check this.

-
NTT DCM thinks important is that Rel-8 ETWS UE’s are not impacted. ETWS requirements might be enhanced but it should not impact the Rel-8 UE’s.

-
AT&T clarifies that the WI only impacts LTE. QC has the same understanding. UMTS can use CBS for CMAS.

-
Ericsson thinks it is clear that the Rel-8 ETWS UE’s cannot be impacted.

-
Ericsson proposes to add a question on “What is the level of parallelism requirement for the warning messages ? I.e. if PWS message would be segmented, is it required to transmit segments of different messages interleaved, or is it sufficient to sent all segments of one message before starting the new message.” QC thinks this is more a RAN2 decision based on requirements.

=>
Noted

R2-093804:
RAN2 aspects of PWS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-093710:
Considerations on PWS support in RRC
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-093926:
Public Warning System E-UTRAN Stage 2 Impacts
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-093937:
E-UTRAN Stage 2 updates for Public Warning System
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.300
B
REL-9
PWS-RAN
The 4 Tdocs above were not treated.
Questions to SA1, copy RAN3:


1) CMAS Delay requirement


2) CMAS Msg size requirement


3) Compatibility towards ETWS

· RAN2 assumes Rel-8 ETWS UE will not need to be able to receive CMAS messages

· Should ETWS Rel-9 UE’s be able to receive CMAS ? Should Rel-9 CMAS UE’s be able to receive ETWS ? Or can this in Rel-9 be handled as 2 independent UE features

· Use of ETWS / PWS in parallel in one network ? 


4) How many parallel CMAS notifications should be supported ? 


5) What is the window of duplication detection for CMAS ?


6) What are security requirements for CMAS ? I.e. can the UE verify the source ?


7) For Rel-9 we only have to consider CMAS and ETWS messages ?


8) RAN2 wonders if ETWS requirements are changing for Rel-9 ? At least there should be no impact to Rel-8 ETWS UE’s.


=> Will see LS to SA1 in R2-094080
Not available/Too late/Withdrawn
R2-093945:
LS on PWS requirement
Huawei
LSout

6.6
Vocoder Adaptation (RP-090660 + SP-090461)
(LTEimp-Vocoder, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: June 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090660)

R2-093806:
Vocoder rate adaptation for LTE
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T
Disc

-
TMO has no specific interest but is concerned about the restriction that the MBR=GBR in Rel-9. TMO thinks this is not up to RAN2 and should ask SA2. TMO would like to have this restriction removed for Rel-9. Ericsson indicates that their solution works irrespectively.

-
ZTE thinks WI is limited to aspect 1, but this solution seems to solve all 3 ? Ericsson thinks this is a nice feature of this solution that it addresses all.

-
NEC wonders if there is a risk that routers in the path would reject the packets if the bits are not set to “00” ? Ericsson assumes this is rather well addressed: the endpoints first probe the path, and only if the bits are transparently in the path they are going to use them. Then the source will from then on only use values 01/10.

-
Panasonic wonders what RAN2 has to propose to SA2 ? The solution does not seem to impact RAN2 work ? So is this more SA2 ? Ericsson agrees it falls a bit inbetween. Ericsson clarifies it is a RAN WI.

-
RIM sees no impact on the AS. Also UE AS has not impacts ? Ericsson agrees.

-
Samsung wonders if this means UE AP has to be able to set the bit ? Ericsson agrees that the UE should be able to set 01/10. Only the eNB has to set “11”.

-
Ericsson explains that this mechanism works also at call setup due to the “slow start” initial phase.

-
SA4 would still have to specify the details of the mid-call adaptation, probably something related to the frequency of the congestion indications.

-
Motorola wonders whether routers in the path are also allowed to set the bits to “11” ? Ericsson agrees that there can be other nodes that do this, and then the UE should take the same action.

-
Nokia assumes that in order to have this feature beneficial, there would need to be large support. Will this be a mandatory or optional feature ? Ericsson proposes to that if the UE supports IMS application running, it is mandatory to support the mechanism.

-
Vdf wonders if this mechanism would force the UE to go to a rate below GBR ?  Ericsson thinks this depends on whether we have the restriction.

-
LG thinks we are setting a bit inside the PDCP SDU. This is not really RAN2 scope. Ericsson clarifies there is a RAN WI. This is anyway eNB behaviour. LG thinks the contents of the PDCP SDU is “untouchable” by RAN2. Ericsson agrees that they do not propose any stage-3 changes. LG is still concerned even if it is only in RAN2.

-
Panasonic wonders if there is not punishing Rel-9 UE’s and beneficial for Rel-8 UE’s ? This seems unavoidable for a Rel-9 mechanism. Ericsson assumes massive voice deployment is only Rel-9.

-
Panasonic wonders how the eNB can detect the packet it has to set this indication in ? Ericsson thinks it would concern the packets on a certain EPS bearer, i.e. any packet belonging to a certain QCI. It is true that the eNB needs recalculate the IP checksum.

-
Nokia wonders if there will not be IOT problems ?  RAN can discuss whether there is a optional. RIM understands that already at IP level there is a mechanism to indicate that you do not support it. So RIM assumes there would not be a feature bit a AS.

=>
Noted

R2-093807:
Adding Support for Explicit Congestion Notification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Huawei CR 36.300  B REL-9
LTEimp-Vocoder

=>
Updated before presentation in R2-094024

R2-094024:
Adding Support for Explicit Congestion Notification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Huawei
CR 36.300
B REL-9
LTEimp-Vocoder
=>
Updated to R2-094079
R2-094079:
Adding Support for Explicit Congestion Notification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Huawei
CR 36.300
B REL-9
LTEimp-Vocoder
-
Panasonic thinks ECN is outside AS scope. So e.g. if you connect to a PC, the UE will not be able to do this.

-
RIM thinks it should be limited to the eNB behaviour, not the UE part. So the last part should go and be more appropriate in an SA4 document. Motorola has the same concern.

-
Motorola wonders if we ever describe eNB behaviour in Stage-2 on an application level. Ericsson agrees this is the first time.

=>
Should try to come offline to an acceptable CR, probably without the UE part. Will capture the eNB part. Will see update in R2-094081

R2-094081:
Adding Support for Explicit Congestion Notification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Huawei
CR 36.300
B REL-9
LTEimp-Vocoder
=>
CR is in principle agreed
=>
LS to SA2/SA4 in R2-094082, indicating that SA4 will have to describe the UE behaviour
6.7
TEI9

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

Note:
Better use "LTE-L23, TEI9" as WI code instead of "TEI9" alone for REL-9 enhancement CRs of LTE-L23. 


Otherwise UTRA and LTE CRs are difficult to distinguish.

6.7.1
Control plane related

IP check failure

R2-093930:
Downlink IP check failure handling
Huawei
Disc

R2-093698:
Rel-9 Downlink IP check failure handling
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
Panasonic thinks the proposal from Huawei is to complex. Panasonic would like to have a better understanding of the problem before agreeing on specific solutions.

-
Samsung wonder if the fake-eNB could sent the erroneous message over all resources ? ALU assumes that in that case the behaviour is very similar to jamming.

-
Huawei wonders why SA3 did this request in the first place ? ALU assumes that SA3 has not realy looked at it from the radio point of view, but more from a black-box approach.

-
ALU thinks even if an fake-eNB could do this, what is the consequence ? A single attack will only result in a re-establishment, not in a continuous denial of service.

=>
No support for doing something like proposed R2-093930. Assumption is we keep Rel-8 behaviour.

=>
Noted

CSFB speed up
R2-093711:
Measurement for CS fallback
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-093730:
CS Fallback improvements for Release 9
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

Discussion:

-
NTT DCM supports this kind of proposal.

-
Nokia thinks a lot is already possible today. E.g. you can use measurement performed in IDLE mode for the redirection already. QC assumes that typically a UE does not perform inter-RAT measurements in IDLE. Nokia agrees this might indeed not be present. RIM thinks if coverage conditions are good, indeed the measurements will not be there. However the UE may choose / or may be in radio conditions in which he did collect them and then he can use them. However there are no performance requirements. RIM agrees that having a performance requirement on this is one option.

-
Nokia assumes that if the network does not schedule the UE, good UE’s would use the opportunity to use measurements. QC thinks although this might be done, there are no performance requirements. So an operator cannot rely on this. Nokia thinks this should not stop UE vendors from doing a good job. RIM wonders how this would work ? Nokia clarifies that after the UE has received the measurement request, the UE would use the gaps. RIM agrees in theory it should be possible. But the UE has to assume that the DRX is intended for this purpose. RIM assumes currently not all UE’s do this.

-
Ericsson thinks the first question is whether this is worthwhile ? Ericsson assumes that the values in the QC paper are overly pessimistic. So first we should check these values. QC admits that the numbers are unrealistic. QC thinks you cannot preclude this performance but a typical UE will probably do better.

-
Panasonic wonders what the difference is between redirection and handover ? For Redirection or NACC, Panasonic sees no real gain. Maybe for handover there is some gain.

-
QC assumes that in the end, operators want to use PS handover. So indeed the focus is on PS handover.

-
RIM assumes that redirection is out of the question because of system reading. NTT DCM agrees. So it has to be NACC or handover which both require measurements typically.

-
RIM agrees QC paper reflects minimum performance requirements, and typically UMTS cells will be detected much faster. For GERAN cells the detection of the BSIC is not so much related to signal reception strength, but more related to the gap placement. So RIM is not sure this performance would typically be much better.

-
TIM supports the initiative.

-
NTT DCM would be happy to reconsider NACC to UMTS for Rel-9. Like in handover, in that case the source needs to know the target cell. It would be nice to have a measurement from the UE for that case. 

-
NTT DCM thinks LTE camping is quite interesting: multi-TA, fast PS bearer. But the CSFB is a burden.

-
Ericsson thinks one possible solution is to tighten the requirements.

-
TMO thinks we should stop enhancing CSFB. TIM thinks it would be strange to stop enhancing a feature. Ericsson agrees that only if it is used in Rel-9, this is worth to enhance.

-
NSN is also interested to enhance this somehow. NSN would like to understand how much we would gain with what gap.

-
Chairman wonders if blind handover could not typically be used ? TIM/TMO do not think so.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be easiest if companies would bring directly in RAN4.

-
Ericsson would like to ask RAN4 for typical figures. Motorola thinks this would be quite difficult for RAN4.
=>
Noted. Some interesting in enhancing this performance but should first understanding what todays performance is and what is really possible.

Different RLF handling

R2-093802:
Per-QCI radio link failure timers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei, NSN Disc

-
NTT DCM is interested in this type of proposal. They would prefer alternative 2. However NTT DCM wonders what the eNB behaviour is ? Will the eNB inform the MME on T312 expiry ? Ericsson assumes this is network implementation but this is indeed one possible implementation

-
Nokia thinks we discussed this in Rel-8 and then we decided there is no strong reason. So has changed since then ?  Ericsson thinks now the voice support has become more important. NTT DCM shares this view.  This CR is e.g. important for charging reasons, to release the GBR bearer earlier.

-
Infineon wonder when the RLF is started ? Already when RLF is detected ? So how can network and UE be synchronised ? The timer is only started when the UE starts the re-establishment procedure.

-
Samsung wonders if it is correct that with alternative 2 the voice call is release quicker, but the recovery is slower because the UE has to wait for the “longer” T311 ? ALU clarifies that the only reason for this change is a quick voice call release.

-
Chairman wonders if there is a problem if this is configured in a Rel-9 eNB, and the UE moves into a Rel-8 eNB which does not understand the re-establishment synchronisation. 

-
Panasonic wonders whether in alternative 2 the full flexibility is really required ?

-
QC sees problems with local release of DRB’s in alternative 2. Is this a NAS bear er release ? ALU confirms. Currently the UE is not supposed to release any NAS bearer context due to RLF. ALU agrees this would be a change for Rel-9.

-
Ericsson wonders if we could go for Alt2. NSN thinks Alt1 is cleaner.

=>
Agree that we will improve RLF timer handling for Rel-9. Can think further about the best way forward. EMAIL DISC [66b13] [Ericsson]
R2-093803:
Introduction of Per-QCI radio link failure timers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Alcatel-Lucent  Huawei, NSN CR 36.331
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

R2-093826:
Introduction of Per-QCI radio link failure timers (option 2)
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

=>
Noted
SSAC

R2-093966:
Service Specific Access Control (SSAC) Overview
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

-
QC thinks that CT1 has discussed this SSAC and sent an LS to SA1 for clarifications (R2-093663). So QC assumes it is quite different to agree on a mechanism in this meeting. NTT DCM thinks the questions mainly relate to whether this access control is applicable to connected mode. NTT DCM thinks it is clear that this applies to idle mode, so we can discuss this separately.

-
In addition CT1 asked about the relation to MPS (multi-media priority service), and NTT DCM assumes these aspects are quite unrelated.

-
QC thinks this requires quite complex interaction in the UE between higher layers and AS. In addition, it might not bring much. 

-
NSN thinks wait for SA1 response before we progress.

-
NSN wonders if this communication is easy/possible between (IMS/NAS) application layer and AS ? NTT DCM thinks that discussion has to take place in CT1 and not in RAN2. NTT DCM agrees we should clarify this upper layer interaction.

-
QC thinks the CR from NTT DCM is agreed on one of the alternatives discussed in CT1 (alternative where AS performs access control), but this alternative was not agreed.

-
NTT DCM would like to have confirmation that it is ok to treat this under TEI-9 ? 

=>
Will wait for SA1 response before progressing. Upper layer issues should be resolved before.

=>
Confirm that this can be handled under TEI-9 if upper layer issues are resolved

R2-093967:
Implementing Service Specific Access Control (SSAC)
NTT DOCOMO
TP 36.331 REL-9 LTE-L23, TEI9

=>
Noted
CDMA-2000:
R2-093767:
Faster release with redirection to CDMA2000
Nortel
Disc

-
Huawei wonders if this is 1x or HPRD ? Nortel assumes it is for both. Huawei thinks for 1x there is work ongoing for CSFB in SA2, and also 3GPP2 is discussing this (giving paging information directly). Nortel points out this is not really related to CSFB. Huawei thinks there are other solutions which might have less impact on the terminal. So Huawei proposes to wait. For HRPD there is already handover, so this is already quite quick.

-
QC agrees with Huawei.

=>
Noted (should first study status in other groups)

R2-093977:
Concurrent CS/PS mobility to 1xRTT and HRPD
Samsung
Disc

R2-094004:
RRC impacts for 1xRTT CSFB with PS handover
NEC
Disc

=> 
Based on offline discussion, it was agreed to wait with this discussion until SA2 progress has become more clear. Both Tdocs not treated.
Other:
R2-093941:
Alignment of RRC parameter names with L1(2)
Huawei
CR
36.331
D
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
Ericsson thinks CR197 addressed the second issue.

=>
Noted
R2-093692:
Periodic CQI/PMI/RI Reports and DRX
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Samsung
CR
36.331
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

=>
Noted (should first see user plane progress)

R2-093712:
Introduction of RRC connection release request
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331
 REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
QC clarifies that we will specify the cases in which the UE is allowed to use this. I.e. the cases of “local release” currently.

-
NSN wonders what the UE behaviour is after sending this message ? QC clarifies the UE wil go to IDLE after a timer expiry if no connection release is received from the network up to timer expiry.

-
NSN still has concerns that UE’s go autonomously to IDLE. QC indicates that it will only be used in the same cases as already present today. Another case could be this CS/PS mode 1.

-
NSN thinks these cases are not very frequent, so no new procedure needed.

-
Vdf supports the proposal.

-
PLMN / CSG selection should happen very rarely. So no need to optimise those. TMO would anyway only want to use this procedure in cases which are specified.

-
Ericsson thinks this is not very nice for the network. Anyway the network has to handle the Rel-8 UE’s. Ericsson sees very limited benefits. Nokia also agrees

=>
Will not have this in Rel-9. If much more frequent occurring cases would be identified we could rediscuss.
R2-093768:
ANR measurements for immediate mobility
Nortel
Disc

-
Nokia wonders thinks this ANR function is used for NCL build-up. So there should not only be 1 UE that you can ask this. Maybe 1 UE is very busy, but there will be next UE’s.

-
Nortel thinks it might take a lot of time to get the GCI if you do not have this optimisation.

-
Nokia assumes you only ask 1 UE at a time. 

-
Ericsson think this was discussed for Rel-8 and it would have been useful in Rel-8. But then we agreed that we could release the bearers for that UE and ask the UE to do this. 

-
Ericsson notes that ANR is not supported by all UE’s. Anyway, in principle this can already be done in Rel-8 by releasing the DRB’s.

-
Panasonic assumes this is not so important in Rel-9 because operator has good deployment. 

-
NEC sees no real benefits for this.

-
NTT DCM thinks that probably the inbound mobility solution that we stil have to agree could also address this.

=>
Noted; does not seem to be a big need

R2-093867:
Optimization of UE location update in inter-RAT Handover
NEC
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders if UE still has to wait for system information reception, or can the TAU be initiated before. 

-
NEC thinks the eNB could give sufficient resources for the handover complete to piggyback the TAU.

-
ALU thinks the UE sends msg11 immediately after msg5. So ALU assumes there is no long gap. So it seems we are discussing a 10-15ms optimisation.

-
Nokia thinks no big problem is addressed by this.

-
Nokia wonders if this proposal would delay the RACH because you have to receive the SI before doing RACH.

=>
Noted (no support)
R2-093936:
Corrections to limitation of black cells for ICIC
Huawei
Disc

-
QC assumes that since CIO is used for handover triggering, it should also take into account UL interference. So also for ICIC the CIO should probably be taken into account ?  ALU has the same understanding as QC.  Also Nokia shares this understanding. In addition, network could correct for ICIC with the configured CIO.

-
Huawei agrees that if CIO is used for UL/DL imbalance, then it is true that it might be good for ICIC. But if CIO is used for cell load balancing, then the CIO should probably not be taken into account for ICIC. QC thinks load balancing should be done across different frequencies, not within a frequency.  TIM thinks intra-freq load balancing is indeed considered. TIM sees some benefits for independent reporting for ICIC.

=>
Noted (there is some support; can think more about this).

R2-093673:
Proposal of new RRC messages for improvement in end users' satisfaction
 KDDI Corporation Disc

=> Updated before presentation to R2-094018
R2-094018:
Proposal of new RRC messages for improvement in end users' satisfaction
 KDDI Corporation Disc 

-
Vdf thinks we already have counters in the eNB e.g. for throughput per QCI. Vdf wonders whether, even we had counters from the UE, we would report them via RRC. This might depend on whether the usage is online(realtime) or offline. Vdf assumes real-time reporting/action is not realistic.

-
KDDI is thinking about real-time reporting. Vdf thinks this would be cross-layer design. Vdf wonders if this is mature enough to include in Rel-9.

-
KDDI explains they are thinking about real-time reporting and real time scheduling adjustment.

-
QC wonders if this proposal is assuming a specific implementation of the scheduler. This is not what we normally do. So we would need quite a lot of additional discussion which makes it unlikely for Rel-9.

-
Vdf thinks that the eNB scheduler can already take into account eNB measurement. But Vdf sees little benefit from UE reporting.

-
TIM sees some potential benefits but would have to understand the proposals further. E.g. is it a kind of SON function ? E.g. what time-frame are we talking about ? How quickly should the UE respond. 

=>
Noted (very limited support for Rel-9)

R2-093939:
Alignment to the stage3 specification
Huawei
CR
36.300
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
ZTE thinks that for the preamble information, we should refer to system information, not DL-SCH.

-
Small other corrections can be taken offline
=>
We will see update in R2-094065
R2-094065:
Alignment to the stage3 specification
Huawei
CR
36.300
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

=>
NSN point out that the document is written on the wrong specification version

=>
Source to WG should be indicated

=>
CR is in principle agreed in R2-094114

R2-093997:
Performance enhancement in the RRC connection re-establishment procedure
HTC Corporation
Disc
36.331
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
ALU indicates that the connection request has the TMSI. So how can this work without a TMSI as part of the service request ? HTC agrees this is a valid question and should be discussed by CT1.

-
QC thinks it is not good to have multiple solutions for this type of procedure. We should see significant gains compared to NAS recovery with this proposal.

-
QC understands wonders if it is a problem that from a NAS point of view the UE would go the IDLE, but from AS point of view we stay in connected.

-
ZTE thinks this might be worthwhile to investigate.

-
Huawei sees some interesting aspect since re-establishment rate might be quite high.

-
Panasonic thinks if we want to enhance re-establishment, it is probably better to have a context fetch solution. Ericsson would like to understand first what the re-establishment gain is and how frequent this would happen. NSN shares this view.

-
Samsung thinks also from AS point of view there are problems.

=>
Noted: before progressing this we should first understand the frequency of re-establishment and the gain.
Not available/Too late

R2-094006
RRC impacts for 1xRTT CSFB with PS handover
NEC
Disc

=>
Withdrawn
6.7.2
User plane related

Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

6.8
LTE Rel-9 WIs under other WG responsibility

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#13] LTE: SON RACH measurements [Huawei]

Self-Organizing Networks (SON):

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

Report of email discussion on SON RACH optimisation [66#13]
R2-093684:
66#13 E-mail discussion on SON RACH measurements
Huawei
Report
-
LG is ok with access delay, but would like to understand the need for accurate access delay reporting from the UE. LG assumes the eNB will anyway just average the access delay. Samsung has the same opinion. The use case for access delay was not so clearly specified.

-
Samsung thinks the power limitation as input for the preamble format, the length of the cyclic prefix is cell coverage area not power. 

-
Ericsson thinks in case of low RACH load and large miss detection, then you hardly have backoffs but still large delays. Huawei thinks access delay would be the main performance indicator. Nokia thinks #RACH preamble give a good estimate.
	Agreements:

1) As part of the RACH SON reporting, we will at least enable report for:

    a) #RACH preambles 

    b) contention resolution failure (1 bit/counter?)


2) It should be possible to limit the reporting somehow


Reporting

R2-093696:
UE measurements for SON RACH optimization
NEC
Disc

R2-094005:
Measurement control for RACH UE measurements
Huawei
Both Tdocs noted
Discussion:

Proposal 3:

-
QC thinks it is clear that we do not have X2 transport for this. So in the current architecture this is not assumed.

-
NSN has the same understanding: no need to report for other cells. 

-
Huawei indicates that in Rel-8 there is reporting in X2 which could be extended for this puropose.

Reporting mechanism

-
Ericsson thinks even with option 4 you would need some threshold configuration. Therefore Ericsson thinks option 3 might be simplest (NB polling).

-
Nokia agrees that option 3 seems simplest.

-
NEC wonders if with option 3 we do not need any threshold configuration ? Nokia assumes that indeed in this case there is no thresholds configured. Huawei has the same understanding.

-
Only 2 companies think it might be interesting to report for other cells than the serving cell.
-
LG wonders if this applies for both contention and non-contention based RACH ? Since the NB knows when he asks this, we do not need to restrict.

	Agreements:

1) 
Information will be provided by UE based on network request (i.e. polling by new or existing RRC procedure)

2) 
UE will only include all the information related to the latest successful RACH access


=>
Will see CRs at the next meeting

R2-093998:
UE measurements for RACH optimization
HTC Corporation
Disc
R2-093801:
UE Measurement Support for the RACH Optimization Function
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated.
Not available/Too late

R2-093908:
UE measurements for RACH optimisation
Huawei
=>
Withdrawn
7
LTE advanced
(FS_RAN_LTEA, leading WG: RAN1, REL-9, started: June 08, target: Sep.09, WIDS: RP-080665)
7.1
Text proposals for 36.912, collected/coord by LTE rapporteur (NSN)

R2-093694:
TP to 36.912 on Relays and Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
TP 36.912
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
-
Rapporteur indicates that work is ongoing on 36.912 in RAN1. So it is difficult to capture the RAN2 part in the specification until there is a stable version. So maybe we should anyway go for email.

=>
IDT thinks the figure 9.1-1 looks like S1 is terminated in eNB. Rapporteur will update this.

-
Ericsson wonders if this TR is the write place to capture high level requirements for relays like limited impact on CN. Is there no better other document ? NSN wonders where else we would capture it ? Current scope is to capture all technical outcome of the SI. Ericsson thinks that since this is a document going to ITU-R, we should probably not have to many FFS’s and high level requirement. NSN thinks we could “cleanup in Chenzen”. Ericsson thinks that some of the text could be a bit reformulated to say what has been agreed instead of what has not been agreed. E.g. leave empty clauses out.

=>
Leave empty PDCP clause out, but instead capture that in general the L2 protocol architecture is based on Rel-8.

=>
Panasonic point out that it should be clear that the editors note in 5.2.1 is only applicable for the last sentence

-
IDT thinks for the UL Un, it might not be so that only 1 is used at a time. Probably it is true that only 1 is succesfull at one time. NSN points out this is RAN1 text. IDT thinks the “only one is active at any time” might not be correct. NSN indicates that since this is RAN1 text, it might already be corrected.

-
Ericsson wonders if a RN connects to a DeNB or a donor-cell. 

=>
TMO wonders where “low density deployments” is defined ? When the decision was made, there were not objections to this formulation. Rapporteur will try to find better wording. TMO wonders if it implies any restrictions: e.g. one DeNB connects to 1 RN ? NSN indicates no restrictions are implied.

-
Ericsson wonders if we have ever defined Uu for LTE ? Huawe indicates it is defined in RAN3 architecture specification and 36.201.

-
LG wonders about 5.2.1: Should it be clarifies that this is the UE perspective over the Uu interface. That is true for whole section 5.

=>
In section 9.2.2 we do not need to indicate the FFS for any differences: this is already implied by the “based on”. Then if we identify differences they can be listed.

=>
Vdf thinks the “fixed low density deployments” can be removed. It was for discussion sake.

=>
Beginning of next week, Rapporteur will provide updated text proposal including comments now received, and reflecting further agreement based on the latest version agreed in RAN1.

=>
Final version by the end of the week in R2-094083 EMAIL DISC
R2-094084: 
TR36.912 v0.1.1

=>
Noted
7.2
Evaluation of potential enhancements related to areas indicated as RAN2 responsibility according to RP-090288

R2-093748:
Need for user plane enhancements in Advanced E-UTRA
Qualcomm Europe, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Panasonic
Disc

=>
Updated in R2-094060

R2-094060:
Need for user plane enhancements in Advanced E-UTRA
Qualcomm Europe, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Panasonic, AT&T
Disc

-
On request of ETRI, QC clarified they do not propose a specific solution. They just would like to get attention on this problem.

-
Huawei understands the problem is this Just In Time processing. Huawei wonders if it is only UL, or both UL and DL ? QC indicates it is important for both directions, but mostly for UL.

-
CMCC supports this proposal.

-
Ericsson thinks it is an interesting document. However it seems difficult to agree now that there is a problem. However Ericsson agrees that it can be considered.

-
ZTE wonders why QC thinks RLC is the only bottleneck. QC explains this is this JIT aspect.

-
Panasonic agrees RLC is one bottleneck, but we should be able to look at other aspects e.g. logical channel prioritisation.

-
Samsung generally agrees. However Samsung would prefer to not have huge change of current L2 design. So any enhancement should come with a clear description of what complexity this solution solves. Samsung would like to be conservative in changes. 

-
LG is not sure any enhancement is needed.

-
Ericsson thinks it is a bit urly to take decisions. We first need to understand the contents of release-10. Then we can also look at the consequences.

-
QC wonders if we can agree there is a problem ? QC thinks the data rate requirements itself are enough to conclude that. Ericsson wonders whether it is really correct that it is not feasible to build an LTE-A UE based on current protocols. Ericsson thinks this is possible. Still we can look at optimisations.

-
Ericsson assumes that in the SI it will be feasible to build a UE based on LTE L2. It is a cost for the UE aspect. So then there would be no use to discuss this during the SI.

-
QC thinks this is Rel-10; then we should be quite open to decide on an improvement not only for “broken system” point of view. 

=>
Noted: we do not close the door for user plane enhancements decreasing UE implementation complexity or decreasing UE power consumption.

R2-093812:
Contention based uplink transmissions
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei would like to understand the gain better. Is there no latency in the network ? Are there collisions ? Is there 100% success rate or is there HARQ in UL ? Ericsson indicates they assumed no collisions, so the best potential case.

-
Panasonic wonders if the UE is mandate to use a content grant ? If so, would the high priority data go in this grant, e.g. RRC signalling ? So should the usage be restricted ? Ericsson assumes this can be discussed in more detail

-
NTT DCM is quite supportive. NTT DCM wonders how limited the number of subframes should be that the UE uses with an M-RNTI. Ericsson explains that one UE should not make too much use of the contention grants in a row. The grant would be for one subframe.

-
Motorola wonders what the TCP receiver window size was ? Motorola has done similar simulations, and concluded that when the receiver window size is large (e.g. 64KB), then there should not be much gain. There could be gains e.g. for 8KB. This because there should always be quite some data queued up in the eNB. Ericsson indicates they have used large window sizes. No window limited operation.

-
NSN thinks RAN1 has studied this type contention based access for LTE. It was not agreed because it quickly breaks down under load. If this delay is realy important, then we could lower the SR periodicity. Ericsson thinks the benefit of this scheme is that it can be turned on/off very dynamically.

-
Vdf wonders if the allocation will not be suboptimal for most UE’s ? Ericsson agrees that the TF will not be optimal, but rather conservative. 

-
TMO does have some concerns with the current user plane performance. TMO thinks also the unsynchronised UE’s would be interesting to be considered. TMO support continuing the analysis.

-
RIM wonders if the UE always have to follow the grant ? Ericsson thinks the eNB could offer more than 1 grant and the UE could choose.

-
RIM also wonders how the retransmissions work ? Could there not be collisions then ? Ericsson is not sure if HARQ can be used.

-
Samsung wonders if low load case is really the case for which we need to optimise the performance.

-
CATT thinks this scheme make sense when there is really low load. But CATT thinks we should be worried about the higher load case.

=>
Noted: some support. (4 hands)

R2-093850:
Latency reduction for C-Plane activation
Panasonic
Disc

-
ZTE wonders if you want to control per UE, you need some extra preamble grouping ? This would mean that you increase the collision probability. Panasonic acknowledges this. ZTE thinks this will decrease the benefit of the scheme. Panasonic admits that it is a trade-off. ZTE indicates that in IDLE, the network will not know how many Rel-8 and how many Rel-10 UE’s there are. Panasonic thinks it can monitor the access frequency.

-
Huawei thinks that if we bundle RRC/NAS, then we also need TTI bundling for Msg3.

-
QC thinks there might be other solution than TTI bunlding. E.g. larger power class UE’s (specified is only from 23 and not 21dBm which was used by RAN1), even without TTI bundling this might work. Panasonic stil sees benefits in low BW systems.

=>
RRC+NAS concatenation, potentially in combination with TTI bundling, seems one mechanism to meet the IDLE->ACTIVE delay requirement. Should be captured in stage-2.
7.3
Carrier Aggregation
Basic’s definitions
R2-093851:
Synchronization channel and system information for Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

-
Huawei wonders whether no PDCCH on Type-B does not bring problems for the master carrier PDCCH load ? Panasonic assumes that if we want to get a large throughput, 1 allocation will concern many RB. In addition, you can always add more CC-TypeA. Also they are still studying this aspect.

-
Ericsson thinks RAN1 has agreed on 3 type of carriers:


1) backward compatible (SI present)


2) non backward compatible (will have PDCCH)


3) extension carrier (no PDCCH; clearly also not backward compatible) 


Ericsson assumes RAN2 should not redo this discussion.

-
Panasonic thinks SI aspect is more RAN2.

-
QC assumes that the proposals from Panasonic concerns non-backward and extension carriers. Panasonic confirms.

-
IDT thinks it should be up to network decision where there is PDCCH on extension carriers or not.

-
Ericsson thinks we can discuss which carriers has SI, but RAN1 has already made progress on that. Ericsson thinks since Rel-10 UE’s can access the on-backward compatible carrier, there has to be SI there. QC agrees with this.

QC thinks the question is if there are non-backward compatible carriers on which only Rel-10 UE’s can camp ? 

-
Panasonic thinks this is not needed. It should be enough to have SI only in the backward compatible carrier and that is where all the UE’s will camp.

-
Nokia thinks we should use the RAN1 definitions. But maybe type 1 and type 2 will turn out to be the same.

-
Motorola thinks there might be another layer in which Rel-8 UE’s can camp, but not Rel-10 UE’s. But it could be an extension carrier for Rel-10 UE’s. 

-
Ericsson thinks if Rel-10 would support different BW’s in UL and DL, that could result in a type 2) carrier on which only Rel-10 UE’s could camp.

-
TMO assumes we have camped carriers and extension carriers. At least that seems to be the simplest model.

=>
We should first study the RAN1 progress on this aspect captured in R1-092575, and can come back to this issue in a next meeting. Nokia clarifies that this document has only agreed with modifications. So RAN2 should first get a clear input from RAN1.

R2-093814:
Carrier aggregation: Scenarios and terminology issues
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
QC wonders what it means that one carrier needs to be a cell ? It means one carrier has to transmit a GCI ? Does it not mean we need a good definition of cell to solve this ?

-
CATT wonders if we need to consider the type of carrier when we define a cell ? E.g. could an extension carrier be a cell ? Ericsson assumes this is not a cell.

-
Ericsson assumes the serving cell concerns one CC. The additional CC’s are just additional resources not considered a cell.

-
Huawei wonders what we tend to agree based on this discussion.
R2-093903:
General issues on carrier aggregation
Samsung
Disc

-
QC wonders if the pairing in fig3 also applies to scheduling ? E.g. restriction on RRC signalling transport ? Samsung has focused on HARQ. Maybe also pairing on PDCCH could be used.

-
In DCHSPA, QC clarifies that a cell is identified by a carrier and PSC. QC think we could do the same in LTE.

-
Downlink: if we have one cell and additional CC resources, where is the SI and where are the PDCCH’s ?

-
Uplink: How do we model the UL ? IDT thinks for the DL point of view it is clear the UE is in 1 cell.

-
CATT would like to define a cell as having more than 1 carrier, i.e. an aggregate number of carriers. Samsung would prefer to stay as close as possible to the current definitions. CATT thinks that one drawback of defining a cell with 1 carrier, if the UE is in carrier aggregation before and after handover, how do we model this ? It would be a handover from 1 cell to the other, with certain CC’s added to the source cell and certain CC’s added in the target cell after the handover.

-
Panasonic wonders if a cell definition could still be update so that e.g. there would not be a fixed 1-to-1 mapping between UL and DL ?

-
LG wonders if we can use the soft-handover like definition from UMTS Rel-99.

-
QC wonders if there is any problem if we have more than 1 serving cell for a UE ? They see no real problem.

-
RIM wonders what happens with the PDCCH ? Will you only receive it from the serving cell ? Or also from other CC’s ?

-
QC thinks if you use Dual-Band, you need to do measurement on one carrier in each band. Then you probably need to identify these resources in both band as a cell.

=>
Noted

Connected mode Mobility & Measurements
R2-093815:
Carrier Aggregation and mobility
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei assumes that RSRQ measurements might still be needed in different carriers in one band. For RSRP one measurement in one carrier in a band might be sufficient. Ericsson agrees. 

Proposal 1

-
Nokia does not agree with proposal 1. Nokia thinks it is more RAN1 or RAN4.  Ericsson thinks we need some understanding in RAN2 to work on. Nokia thinks it might not always be possible to measure on each carrier. Ericsson thinks if the UE is actively receiving data on that carrier, would it really be possible that the UE cannot measure on that carrier ?

-
TIM wonders if this would imply limitations in the aggregation scenarios w.r.t. using different bands. I.e. is the receiver able to measure without bands if the carriers are very far away.

-
Panasonic supports this proposal. Panasonic assumes it would mean that if the UE is configured to receive data on 3 carriers, it should also be able to measure on those.

=>
Will sent LS to RAN4 to ask if a UE is able to perform measurements on each CC that it is configured to receive from in R2-094085

Proposal 2

-
QC supports these proposals. Proposal 2 will mean some changes to X2 to allow preparation of multiple CC’s. 

-
Huawei wonders about RRC establishment ? Can there be more than 1 ?  Ericsson thinks it might be possible if we know the UE capabilities.

-
CATT agrees with proposal 2.

=>
Rest is noted

R2-093722:
Handover for Carrier Aggregation
CATT
Disc

=>
Noted (principle already agreed)

R2-093877:
Discussion on Measurement for CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
CATT asks if multiple receivers are assumed in this contribution ? LG confirms. 

-
CATT thinks that if you have CA in one band, maybe only 1 receiver is enough. LG is considering the case of multiple bands, and each band gets one receiver.

-
QC assumes that e.g. receiver bandwidth and allocation flexibility will have to be discussed. 

=>
Can add additional question in the LS: Assuming they answer “yes” on the first question, second question would be: does RAN4 foresee cases where addition, currently non-used carriers, can be measured by the UE without measurement gaps. If so, what restriction would apply. Will add this question to R2-094085
R2-093933:
Mobility Management Consideration for Carrier Aggregation
Huawei
Disc

Proposal2

-
ZTE wonders why this distribution is an issue ? Will we not appy Rel-8 principles.

-
TMO assumes cell reselection principles are sufficiently developed. So TMO sees currenmtly no reason to make further enhancements. We can e.g. use dedicated priorities to ensure camping in different carriers in one band.

-
In principle CA is only about connected mode. However now maybe these “Rel-10 only camping carriers” might bring some additional complexity to IDLE mode

Proposal 4:

-
Panasonic does not understand how such an adjustment could work ? Huawei indicates they have shown simulation result in R1-090816 how this would work. Anyway Panasonic wonders if this is eNB implementation or UE choice ? 

-
Huawei assumes the adjustment value could be standardised.

=>
Noted

R2-093885:
Measurement configuration in CA
ZTE
Disc

R2-093713:
Measurement considerations for multicarrier operation
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Both Tdocs above not treated.
	Agreements
1) We assume it shall be possible at intra-LTE handover to configure multiple CC’s in the “handover command” for usage after the handover.


RLF

R2-093856:
Radio link failure considering carrier aggregation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093872:
Radio link monitoring in a multicarrier setting
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Both Tdocs above not treated.
SI handling

R2-093720:
System Information Acquisition in CA
CATT
Disc

R2-093845:
System Information for Carrier Aggregation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093883:
Considerations on System Information for Carrier Aggregation
ZTE
Disc

All 3 Tdocs above not treated.
User plane impact: MAC

R2-093900:
MAC header format for LTE-A
Samsung
Disc

R2-093723:
Impact of CA on MAC layer
CATT
Disc

R2-093886:
Consideration on scheduling in CA
ZTE
Disc

All 3 Tdocs above not treated.
User plane impact: RLC/PDCP

R2-093726:
Impact of Carrier Aggregation on RLC and PDCP
CATT
Disc

R2-093963:
An approach to the LTE-A Layer 2 development
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

R2-093901:
RLC header format for LTE-A
Samsung
Disc

R2-093902:
PDCP header format for LTE-A
Samsung
Disc
All 4 Tdocs above not treated.
DRX

R2-093915:
Discussion of DRX in carrier aggregation
ITRI
Disc

R2-093725:
Consideration on DRX
CATT
Disc

R2-093914:
DRX in LTE-A
Motorola
Disc

R2-093922:
Component Carrier Management with DRX Consideration in LTE-A
 Huawei
Disc

R2-093732:
DRX Operation for Carrier Aggregation
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc
All 5 Tdocs above not treated.
Other
R2-093697:
Component carrier configuration/activation for carrier aggregation
NEC
Disc

R2-094003:
Details on Carrier Aggregation Signalling
NEC
Disc
R2-093884:
Management of Component Carriers in conneted state
ZTE
Disc

R2-093740:
Bandwidth Aggregation Component Carrier Configuration Requirements
InterDigital
Disc

R2-093745:
Channel Quality Measurement to Support Reselection in LTE-A
Sharp Corp.
Disc

revised in R2-094064
R2-093917:
Random Access and Carrier Aggregation
Motorola
Disc

R2-093718:
Paging in Carrier Aggregation
CATT
Disc

R2-093769:
Carrier Aggregation - Paging Optimization
Motorola
Disc

R2-093982
Idle mode camping and measurement for CA
CMCC
Disc

R2-093721:
L3 Anchor Carrier
CATT
Disc

R2-093844:
RACH for Carrier Aggregation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093909:
Configuration for Carrier Aggregation
ITRI
Disc

R2-093951:
Anchor component carrier confusion in idle mode of carrier aggregation
HTC Corporation Disc

All 13 Tdocs above not treated.

Too late:

R2-094039
On DL component carrier ambiguity in intial random access procedure
ZTE
Disc
not treated
7.4
Relays

Given status in RAN1, only Type-I will receive some priority in this RAN2 meeting.

=> Including results of email discussion: [66#22] LTE-advanced: Comparison of Relay alternatives [NTT DCM]
Report of email discussion on Relay architecture [66#22]
R2-093972:
Report of email discussion [66#22] on Relay architecture
NTT DOCOMO (email rapporteur) Report

-
Feeling of rapporteur is that different companies have different understanding of alternative 4. However this could potentially be clarified during this meeting.

-
Ericsson wonders if the received comments were captured in the comparison table, or only in the annex ? NTT DCM indicates all the comments were captured in the annex. However some textual changes to the descriptions are included. So Ericsson notes that their might not be a complete agreement on what is in the comparison table.

-
Chairman wonders if there is a 1-to-1 relation between the C-plane and U-plane alternatives. Everybody has this understanding (so C-plane 1 with U-plane 1, ….)

=>
Noted
Type-1: General

R2-093743
Prioritisation of Relay Deployment Scenarios
Vodafone, CMCC
Disc

=> Updated before presentation in R2-094027

R2-094027:
Prioritisation of Relay Deployment Scenarios
Vodafone, CMCC, SK Telecom
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
Vdf assumes this has no consequences for the work.

-
NEC assumes this additional scenario can be handled by the work we are doing; NEC sees no impact. Vdf agrees. It does not seem to matter whether it is high or low density.

-
Vdf thinks that maybe in high density deployments, the RN to RN mobility becomes more important. TMO thinks also in rural deployment there could be RN to RN mobility

-
TMO agrees with this proposal.

-
NSN thinks it would be nice to be more concrete: e.g. how many RN’s will we have in one cell ? TMO assumes we do not start to discuss PCI confusion or PCI collision with RN nodes.

-
NEC wonders if the high density would be addressed by Type-1 or could be addressed by Type-II ? Vdf assumes this would apply to both Type-1 and Type-2.

-
Chairman wonders if we can limit it to one RN per donor-cell. TMO thinks we cannot. Ericsson thinks anyway it should not be a very large number although it could be a large number. Vdf agrees it would be some small number but it is difficult to now say a specific number. NSN would assume something like 2 or 3. NSN wonders if using multiple RN’s in a cell really make sense ?

-
Sharp thinks their proposal on having RN’s in standby might help in this respect.

=>
Will not specifically focus on the low density deployments. We will support more than 1 RN in a DeNB cell, but exact number is not specified.

=>
Will remove the focus on “low density deployments” from the stage-2.
Proposal 2:

-
NSN thinks one reason not to consider is that it would complicate procedure potentially quite a bit. Especially alternative 4 seems difficult in this respect. So would it really be a criteria for choosing ? Also one alternative that looks like a good alternative for mobility, might not be good for a fixed deployment.

-
Huawei wonders how big this moving RN be ? How many UE’s would be on the RN ? Huawei thinks as long as the number of UE’s is low, then alt4 should be fine. However if there is a 100 UE’s on the RN, alternative 4 is not optimal. So is there any requirement ? 

-
Vdf thinks RN-mobility is interesting for train. Probably not more than 100’s but more than 4. Vdf indicates it is not a high priority requirement, but would like it to be taken into account in the evaluation. QC agrees with Vdf and supports the proposal.

-
NSN does not understand “low priority”: either it is “in” or “out”. What do we do if one architecture is good for RN mobility, and another is better for latency but does not support RN mobility. NSN thinks if it is in, we should e.g. study PCI confusion due to RN mobility. QC thinks if such a conflict would exist, we could discuss it then.

-
Ericsson wonders if a better alternative is not to say that “the selected architecture should not preclude introduction of a mobile RN and should not over complicate the introduction at a later stage” ? 

-
NSN wonders what we are going to say e.g. to SA3 ? Should they take mobile RN into account w.r.t. security ?

-
TIM supports the proposal. TIM thinks this does not need to be studied in detail, but arguments w.r.t. not supporting mobility can be made. 

-
Vdf thinks a preliminary study on this aspect would be sufficient.

-
NSN would then proposes that mobility is inside the study. QC would agree with this. Quite a few operators have mentioned this.

-
NTT DCM wonders if “in the future” is Rel-10 or later ?

-
Ericsson thinks the main question is how much effort we should spent on the RN mobility. Ericsson would prefer not to spent to much effort on this.

-
NSN assumes that the security solution might be quite different for a mobility RN solution. Huawei thinks that indeed from a security point of view, we might want to go for the mobile solution.

	Agreements:

1) 
Will not specifically focus on the low density deployments. We will support more than 1 RN in a DeNB cell, but exact number is not specified.

2) 
Will remove the focus on “low density deployments” from the stage-2.

3) 
Main focus of the study is on fixed RN. However, selected architecture should not preclude later introduction of mobile RN.


=>
We can also indicate the point 3 below to SA3 and they could decide if they want to address mobility immediately or only later.
Type-1: Architecture

R2-093808:
Details of RN operation from S1/X2 perspective
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei assumes that alt4 is most similar to alt2 from UP point of view. There would be no packet filters for RB mapping, because there is a 1-to-1 mapping on the Un

-
Huawei wonders to what extent the DeNB looks at the contents received over S1. Ericson that this could be used e.g. at bearer updating. E.g. the D-eNB could see an increase of bearers on Uu and then initiate reconfiguration of the Un bearers.

-
Motorola wonders if it is really acceptable to put all UE’s only in 8 RB’s over Un ? If the Un is the bottleneck link, it might be important to prioritise one UE’s data over another UE’s data. Ericsson assumes the Un is a stable link with sufficient capacity. Ericsosn does not preclude that there would be more than 8.

-
NEC wonders if the RN mobility has to be lossless ? Ericsson indicates that all these figures are about fixed RN.

-
Ericsson sees alternatives 1,2,3 more as one solution (2 and 3 as optimisations of 1). If you would want to have RN mobility, then you should not use the optimisations 2 and 3.

-
Huawei wonders if it is true that the Un link is always overdimensioned ? How can you prevent that you forward data for a difficult reachable UE and not for a well reachable UE.

=>
Noted (nice material for TR)

Internal TR:

-
Chairman wonders if we should capture this study somewhere ? NSN thinks if we capture something, 36.912 is not a good place. However NSN would be fine with a RAN2 internal TR starting from the email discussion. Ericsson would be worried about long discussions on the detailed text. NSN would be fine if this is a kind of “garbage” TR where the main purposes is that we have a place where the main concepts are explained.

=>
Will start a TR which should describe the different alternatives, but no comparisons. TR only on relay [Ericsson]. We will not intend to spend a lot of time on this TR in the meeting, but it is just to capture the different alternatives. Will have email discussion up to next meeting to have first complete filling. EMAIL DISC [66b#14].

-
Comparisons can be handled with discussion documents in the meeting.

R2-093809:
On the CP interface between relay and network
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

=>
Noted (nice material for TR)

R2-093810:
Handling of UE access at Rn
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
CATT wonders if it is good to have the update of the Un bearer only after establishment of the Uu bearer ? No strong preference from Ericsson point of view. Especially in the proxy solution, the order can easily be selected.

-
Ericsson clarifies that in case of per QCI mapping, that you set up the RN bearers at RN startup, and then later you only adapt the size.

=> Noted (nice material for TR)

R2-093813:
Startup of relay node
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

=> 
Updated before presentation in R2-094017
R2-094017:
Startup of relay node
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc 

- 
Not much additional info compared to email discussion

=>
Noted (nice material for TR)

R2-093935:
Relay Architecture
Huawei
Disc

-
Point 1 in conclusion: Ericsson indicates that the DeNB can trigger Un bearer adaptation in alt2. Huawei agrees.

-
QC wonders if the IP does not do any IP ? Then QC wonders how you do OAM ? Huawei has not described this. However since the RN is also a UE, it can have UE terminated bearers.

-
ZTE thinks it looks like RRC’ will transport more or less S1 like messages. Huawei explains that S1AP is completely terminated in eNB, and the application part is relayed to the RN by RRC messages. ZTE wonders if S1 messages are carrier over RRC. Huawei confirms, however there would be some adaptations to the user plane configuration parts. Also some of the S1 common messages are not needed (e.g. setup). So it would be a new S1’ which is carrier transparently over RRC. Huawei thinks such S1’ messages could be carrier by existing RRC message like an RRC reconfiguration.

-
Samsung wonders if there is a joint success/failure for the 2 ? Huawei has to think about. There could be.

-
Motorola point out that alt2 and alt4 have access to the IP access. However in 1 and 3 it seems to require more inspection.

-
W.r.t. conclusions, Ericsson thinks alt 4 is equally flat than 2 and 3; Huawei agrees alt2 is equally flat.

-
Ericsson indicates that Un user plane IP security can be added to alt 2. Huawei agrees.

-
QC wonders how LIPA would be supported in this solution ? QC agrees not on the flat discussion. QC thinks alt1 is the most flat since it terminates only IP.

-
NTT DCM wonders if in alt4 a new S1 is defined over Un. Yes but adaptations to S1 are small. Huawei thinks it could even be captured in the existing specification.

=>
Noted (should provide suitable material for TR)

R2-093904:
Overhead consideration on relay
Samsung
Disc

-
Samsung clarified that in offline discussion as yet another alternative it was suggested to make a simple RAN2 protocol.

-
LG wonders how this works in the multi-hop case ? Would these nested levels be supported by the new solution ? Samsung assumes technically it would be possible.

-
Panasonic has the same understanding that some compression is required, and would prefer to specify it in 3GPP. Panasonic assumes this compression should be possilbe in the CN and does not necessarily need to be performed in the DeNB.

-
Huawei wonders if the new compression protocol would have a context for each UE session. Samsung confirms, but this is true for all 4 alternatives.

-
Huawei wonders if compression would be possible in the DeNB ? Samsung assumes the header compression protocol sees certain fields are static and they are compressed. Rest is sent like in ROHC. We need to go in the GTP tunnel though.

=>
Noted

R2-093680:
Type 1 Relay Architecture
III, Coiler
Disc

-
This is an alternative architecture 4

-
NTT DCM thinks this alternative is different than Huawei. 

-
III clarifies it is an S1 message carried by RRCm not NAS.

-
Both carry S1 message over RRC. The main difference with Huawei is that III uses GTP over U-plane, whereas Huawei uses PDCP transport. III thinks their alternative limits spec changes.

-
Huawei thinks this is the same w.r.t. functional allocation, but there are some differences.

-
QC thinks there are problems in the DeNB to send some of the S1 messages to the correct MME ? Huawei explains that the DeNB will do NAS node selection. You loose the TNL destination address by transporting in RRC.

-
Ericsson thinks this is very close to alt2 but the S1 transport over Un is different. Ericsson sees little benefits compare to alt2. 

-
III has removed UDP/IP in the user plane over Un. III thinks this is beneficial especially in RN concatenation.

-
III would like to see this also as alternative 4. NSN can agree to this. This also terminates IP in the DeNB. So no new profile for the compression, and DeNB does not need to support PGW function.

-
Ericsson wonders if in this alternative, really RN terminates X2 and S1 ? It seems to be DeNB ? III thinks only the S1 TNL is terminated, but the S1 message is still untouched relayed. So you could argue that still S1.X2 is terminated in the RN. Ericsson thinks it is quite different from Huawei. 

-
NSN thinks some additional IE will be needed in this solution for addressing.

-
Huawei thinks from dedicated procedure S1 point of view the S1/X2 is terminated in the DeNB. From common procedures this is different.

-
LG thinks this proposal, alt2 and alt4 are all very similar. This proposal and alt4 are optimisations of alt2.

-
III clarifies that in their proposal you could do either 1-to-1 mapping or per QCI mapping in their proposal. LG thinks the bearer mapping is quite independent of the architecture.

-
QC wonders if there are no S1 related changes to the MME with the III proposal ? This can be clarified in the merged proposal.

-
Panasonic thinks alt 1,2,3 are more similar than the others.

=>
Huawei and III will work together to make this into one alternative 4.
R2-093744:
Handover-related Performance for Relay Alternatives
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
Chairman makes following calculation:


- let’s we have 200ms of data buffered in RN


- let’s assume we have handover on average 1 per 10s


=> Never save more than 2% of Un resources ?
-
LG agrees, but it will introduce some jitter. So a jitter intolerant application will suffer. So LG thinks Un usage is not prime importance, but jitter is more important.

-
Ericsson thinks the proposal is in conflict with the status in RAN3. Also alt2 with a proxy solution can achieve the same benefit.

-
QC thinks also in alt4 this type of jitter will happen. Because first RN has to indicate to donor that it stops, and only then the DeNB will be able to forwarding. So you would have a similar jitter ?

-
LG thinks in alt1 and 3, the actual data forwarding will take time. In alt2 and 4, you only have to have an indication up to the DeNB.

-
NTT DCM think alt1 and 3 can also solve this by joint PDCP processing proposed a bit later.

-
Samsung wonders how much delay we are talking about ? It would only be 1 way Un delay gain. LG has no quantitative analysis. It will depend on the DeNB scheduling. Also the DeNB might pass a late packet to the RN which then has to be passed up again.

-
Panasonic wonders if RN and DeNB cannot have X2 interface in alt1 and 3. Ericsson thinks it would be possible, but it would be looped through the CN for alt1. So alt3 would be better in this respect.

-
ZTE wonders if alt2 and 4 really completely avoid the forwarding ? Probably the smaller SN number is still in the RN. So you would still have to wait for this PDU to arrive in the target NB.

=>
Note

R2-093770:
Buffer forwarding during outbound handovers from relays
Motorola
Disc

-
Ericsson assume that like any backhaul link, flow control is handled by end to end flow control. This only leaves handover to consider which in alt2/4 can be handled by timely anticipation.

-
IDT wonders why you cannot have flowcontrol with alt1,2,3 ? Motorola thinks in alt1 and 3 you do not have access to the UE’s bearers. IDT thinks the RN clearly nodes and if necessary the RN can give backpressure to the DeNB. Motorola thinks only in case of deep packet inspection in the DeNB, the DeNB could stop the correct user.

-
Panasonic agrees it is only possible at the RN bearer level, but the question is if this is not sufficient.

=>
Noted
R2-093787:
Minimizing the Type I RN complexity in LTE-A
Texas Instruments
Disc

-
Ericsson wonders how this relates to the agreed protocol architecture that PDCP is terminated in RN ? So Ericsson thinks this is a violation of the current agreements.

-
In the chairman’s understanding, effectively ROHC is running between UE and DeNB for encryption and compression. TI confirms.

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-093735:
Joint PDCP protocols on Uu and Un interfaces to improve type-I relay handover
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

-
ZTE wonders in which architecture this could be used ? RIM thinks it can work in all 4 architectures, but most straight forward usage is in 2 and 4. In 3 it would be a bit more complicated because the linking to a specific UE is more complex.

-
ZTE thinks this is can only be used in alt4 because there seems to be a 1-to-1 mapping between Un and Uu bearer. RIM thinks 1 to 1 RB mapping is not needed. E.g. if you map only on 8 RB’s on Un, the RN will have to have mapping table. You need somehow to know what SN has been sent to the UE and what that SN that was in the DeNB.

-
In case of mapping on e.g. 8 RB’s on Un, e.g. if UE1 confirms a certain SN 1,2,3 on Uu, it will imply that SN’s 1,6 and 9 are confirmed on Un.

-
Ericsson is not convinced that this is needed. RIM agrees that for alt1 this is most complex.

-
NEC wonders how the status report is constructed ? Is it based on ACK’s from the UE ? Yes.

-
Motorola supports this proposal.

-
LG is interested in this type of proposal. Also Huawei is interested in this type of coordination.

=>
Noted; should think about the applicability in different alternatives.

R2-093687:
Flow Control in Relay Node
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
QC supports the flow control for Un, but Uu could be left open.

-
Panasonic also agrees this would be beneficial. III also supports this.

-
Ericsson assumes this is a normal backhaul link so end-to-end flow control will handle this.

-
Huawei also supports.

=>
Noted

R2-093868:
Way forward on Relay Architecture
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
out of band relays without any DeNB changes.

-
NTT DCM really supports this proposal. NTT DCM thinks it is also inline with the RAN3 assumption. 

-
NSN wonders if RAN3 really has agree something in this respect ? NTT DCM thinks that the baseline document in RAN3 is alt1 with enhancements for alt2 and alt3.

-
NSN thinks RAN3 did not exclude any other alternative. 

-
QC thinks RAN3 has indeed decided in alignment with this proposal. So the door is not completely closed for alt4, but the proposal would be focus on alt1 first.

-
Huawei wonders what the proposal would really mean ? Is it keeping the options open, or not ?


Should continue with 1,2,3 in the study

[9]


Should continue with 1,2,3,4 in the study

[11]

=>
Noted

R2-093973:
Way forward for relay architecture discussion
NTT DOCOMO (email rapporteur) Report

-
LG wonders what the LS would say ? 

-
Samsung thinks L2 impact should be considered.

-
CATT wonders if we should consider the paging procedure ?

-
NTT DCM thinks we have an SI up to March, and there is vacations, so maybe we should not have an email discussion. However NTT DCM wonders what we can capture in 36.912 which has to be filled in the next RAN2 meeting. Maybe can include some higher layer architecture picture which covers all 4 alternatives.

-
Ericsson repeats that 1,2,3 are 1 solution.QC agrees with this.

-
QC would prefer an email discussion for understanding alt4.

-
Ericsson would prefer not to create more focus on multi-hop and mobile-RN. III would like to look at Multi-hop. NSN thinks we have Mobile RN in now.

=>
EMAIL DISC [66b#14] on internal TR contents [Ericsson]
=>
EMAIL DISC [66b#15] to come to 1 clear definition of alt4. [Huawei]
R2-093879:
Discussion on alternatives for Relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093888:
QoS control over Un
ZTE
Disc

R2-093961:
Comparison of EPS Bearer Service Architecture for Relay Alternatives
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-093992:
Discussions on Un interface structure
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-093786:
S1 termination options for Type I relays in LTE-A
Texas Instruments
Disc

R2-094002:
RB setup delay for UEs under Relay Node
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093685:
Bearer Mapping in Relay Node
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

All 7 Tdocs above were not treated.
Type-1: Un lower layer impacts: HARQ

R2-093734:
UL HARQ Operation over Un interface
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc 

R2-093733:
DL HARQ Operation over Un interface
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

R2-093739:
FDD Type 1 Backhaul Interference and HARQ Issues
InterDigital
Disc

=>
Updated before presentation in R2-094025
R2-094025:
FDD Type 1 Backhaul Interference and HARQ Issues
InterDigital
Disc
R2-093905:
HARQ operation for relay
Samsung
Disc

R2-093991:
Discussions on HARQ for LTE-A over Un interface
Fujitsu
Disc

All 5 Tdocs above were not treated.
Type-1: Un lower layer impacts: Other

R2-093975:
Issues on Un and Uu link configuration during RN start up
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

R2-093978:
Access control for RN start up
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

R2-093751:
Consideration on MAC procedures for Un interface
 ETRI
Disc

R2-093887:
Considerations on some user plane issues of relay node
ZTE
Disc

R2-093889:
considerations on the random access procedure of relay node
ZTE
Disc

All 5 Tdocs above were not treated.
Type-1: Other
R2-093686:
Access Scenario in LTE-Advanced
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-093891:
EPS bear mutilplex over Un
ZTE
Disc

R2-093674:
STANDBY Mode in Relay Nodes
Sharp Corp.
Disc

All 3 Tdocs above were not treated.
Non-Type-1

R2-093817:
Type II Relay Operation in LTE-A
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bells, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-093890:
Cooperative Transmission for Broadcast Service in Type II Relay Scenario
ZTE
Disc

Both Tdocs above were not treated.
Not available/Too late/withdrawn:
R2-093932
consideration on  RRC states and procedure for Un
Huawei
Disc

=>
Withdrawn
R2-093854
Relay node setup behaviour
Panasonic
Disc

withdrawn
R2-093984
Relay architecture considerations
Pantech&Curitel
Disc

withdrawn
7.5
COMP

Given status in RAN1, this will not receive priority in RAN2.

R2-093995:
Discussions on DL CoMP for LTE-A
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-093925:
HARQ operation for UL CoMP
Huawei
Disc

R2-093727:
Impact of CoMP on Control Plane
CATT
Disc

R2-093728:
Impact of CoMP on User Plane
CATT
Disc

R2-093818:
Impact of UL CoMP to HARQ operations
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai bells, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-093892:
A few Considerations for Inter-eNB CoMP
ZTE
Disc

R2-093929:
RACH-Less handover procedure for CoMP
Huawei
Disc

R2-093958:
UL CoMP HARQ Processing
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-093959:
Discussion on Some Aspects of Signalling for CoMP Operation
Fujitsu
Disc

All 9 Tdocs above not treated.
Not available/Too late

R2-093816
Overview of COMP
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, , Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

not treated
7.6
Text proposal from LTE-advanced ITU-R rapporteur (NTT DCM)
R2-093970:
Working document of ITU-R template toward October submission
LTE-A rapporteur (NTT DOCOMO)
Disc
-
CATT wonders if still 2 separate tables will be prepared for submission. NTT DCM confirms.

-
Comments can be sent to Mikio up to the next meeting.

=>
Noted
8
Left-overs
8.1
LTE Control Plane
LTE Control Plane aspects were treated in main RAN2 session. Therefore left-overs are treated under corresponding agenda items in the report above.
8.2
LTE User Plane
R2-094049:
Report of E-UTRA user plane session
=>
Agreed
R2-094043:
Correction to NDI semantics
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Ericsson points out that RRC does not reset MAC for the first RRC connection establishment. However Ericsson assumes it is quite logical that you will start with a fresh MAC in that case. So Ericsson assumes this might not need to be specified. However this can be discussed at next meeting.

-
NSN is wondering about the initial establishment case and about the DL data arrival case. Ericsson clarifies that in the DL data arrival case, the eNB is aware of the NDI status of each UL HARQ process so the eNB knows with what NDI to perform retransmissions. Panasonic shares this understanding.

-
Will allocate an EMAIL DISC number to discuss any further questions on this issue if needed. See [66b#16].
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-094048:
Collision of DL SPS and MBSFN subframes
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
CR is in principle agreed.
R2-094045:
Possible misinterpretation on incrementing RETX_COUNT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens

=>
Agreed in principle
R2-094046:
CR on Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
Alcatel-Lucent
CR 36.300 F REL-8 LTE-L23

=>
In principle agreed
R2-094061:
DL Flow Control in LTE
-
TMO wonders if the eNB can ignore this indication ? QC thinks it will be hard to put requirements on the network in this respect. Main intention from QC is to stop radio resource wastage. So QC assumes a smart network would act accordingly.

-
Ericsson assumes that anyway the UE might be in a Rel-8 network that will not respond ? QC agrees that anyway the UE will implement todays mechanisms based on packet drop. Ericsson agrees that the UE already should handle this gracefully. But then Ericsson thinks the eNB wil just do the same.

-
QC thinks the UE might not be always able to discard gracefully, e.g. if a laptop temporarily stops accepting packet.

-
QC thinks a short burst congestion can be buffered in the eNB, but the UE would not be able to do that. QC assumes the buffers in the eNB will be bigger than in the UE.

-
Huawei expects that the scheme will improve end-user-performance and supports the proposal.

-
QC does not assume this is a rare case.

-
Ericsson has a concern that this mechanism can be misused. Ericsson has seen before that mechanism are re-used.

After offline discussion:

-
It is proposed to send an LS to RAN5 for a test case to test whether a UE is able to sustain the rate it is indicating in its capability. If RAN5 confirms they can make such a test case in Rel-9, RAN2 would agreed to have some form of flow control.

-
Until RAN5 response is received, contributions on this topic can be submitted/discussed, but not finally agreed before any RAN5 response. However it should be allowed for a company to only come with contributions when the RAN5 response is received and positive.

-
LG thinks it is too early to already now commit to have a flow control mechanism. LG thinks flow control is not needed. LG does not see big gains of flow control and assumes it will always be an optional feature for the network. ALU shares the concerns of Ericsson. Motorola also shares these concerns.

-
NEC thinks going to RAN5 is a good compromise.

-
NSN wonders if the indicated test case already exists, and thus should RAN5 test flow control ? QC assumes that such a test case does not exist yet.

	Agreed way forward:

1) It is proposed to send an LS to RAN5 to see if they can define a test case to test whether a UE is able to sustain the DL data rate it is advertising in its capability. 

2) If RAN5 confirms they can make such a test case in Rel-9, RAN2 will agree some form of DL flow control.

3) Until RAN5 response is received, contributions on this topic can be submitted/ discussed, but not finally agreed before any RAN5 response. However it should be allowed for a company to only come with contributions when the RAN5 response is received and positive.


=>
LS to RAN5 can be provided in R2-094093

9
Outgoing LS and output to other groups for LTE

To: GERAN, GERAN2

R2-093835:
[DRAFT] LS on INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO during inter-RAT PS handover
Nokia Siemens Networks
LSout
REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
LS is agreed in R2-094038
To: SA2; Cc: RAN3, CT1

R2-093944
Draft: Reply LS to S2-094102 = R2-93647 on support of multiple location sessions
Huawei
LSout REL-9
LCS_LTE

=>
Update can be provided in R2-094035
R2-094035:
Draft: Reply LS to S2-094102 = R2-093647 on support of multiple location session
=>
LS is agreed in R2-094101
To: SA3, CT1

R2-094029:
[Draft] Reply LS on Integrity Protection of NAS Messages that alter the Allowed CSG List
=>
LS is agreed in R2-094102
To: GERAN1; Cc: CT1, SA2

R2-094030:
Draft: Reply LS on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation
=>
Should reformulate to something like “deprioritisation of E-UTRAN frequencies is no longer applicable in the case…”

=>
LS is agreed with this reformulation in R2-094103
To: SA3; Cc: SA2, CT1, GERAN2

R2-094031:
ETWS security thread

=>
LS cannot be sent since we did not take a decision on this issue. So LS is postponed.
To: GERAN; Cc: SA1, SA2

R2-094032:
[draft] LS on reselection from GERAN to E-UTRAN (R2-093634)
-
Vdf does see some interest in autonomous reselection and would like to see this reflected in the LS. AT&T support Vdf on this.

-
TMO would be worried about introducing UE autonomous search aspects. RIM thinks if we have this then if there is an NCL the UE should be limited to the NCL. 

-
Chairman wonders how the Vdf opinion is in line with blacklisting strongly defended before ?

-
TMO wonders if this would also open up for UTRAN->LTE autonomous reselection ? RIM assumes that GERAN->LTE is probably more cumbersome so the need might be higher for that case.

-
Vdf is mainly worried about the “come back” case, and does not have a strong opinion about autonomous reselection in general. Nokia wonders what the “come back” case is ?

-
Nokia wonders if this means that UE’s always need to do LTE measurements if there is no LTE indicated ? This seems quite costly.

-
TMO thinks for CSFB we have redirection. And for coverage loss we have cell reselection to LTE.

=>
Should add “some” before “operators in RAN2”.

=>
With that change the LS is agreed in R2-094104

To: GERAN1; Cc: RAN4

R2-094034:
[DRAFT] Reply LS on treatment of Not Allowed E-UTRAN cells 
=>
Should clarify that the ongoing discussion for Rel-8 only refers to CSG cell handling

=>
With that change the LS is agreed in R2-094105
To: RAN4 (cc: RAN1)
R2-094042:
Inbound mobility related questions

=>
IDT wonders if RAN4 will understand “autonomous gaps” or “autonomous reception” ? Maybe this is good to clarify ? Let’s clarify

-
NTT DCM wonders how RAN2 is going to continue if we do not have to response yet ? Motorola clarifies the email discussion will have to consider both the autonomous and the scheduled gaps approach.

=>
LS is agreed with this one change in R2-094096
To: CT1, SA2

R2-094067:
[Draft] LS on Emergency Call Support Indication on BCCH

=>
Nokia wonders if CT1 will understand what is meant by “different level of emergency call support” ?  Some clarification on what functionality is meant can be added.

=>
With this one change, the LS is agreed in R2-094106
To: SA1

R2-094068:
Draft: LS on UICCless UE access for IMS emergency call in Rel-9
=>
Revision marks should be removed

=>
With this change, the LS is agreed in R2-094107
To: RAN1

R2-094070:
Draft:LS on positioning subframe configuration for OTDOA 
=>
LS is agreed in R2-094108
To: RAN3, SA2

R2-094074:
Positioning progress

-
Version of TS 36.305 attached should be v1.1.0.

-
CATT wonders if SA2 understand what is meant by “alternative 2” ? Add “i.e. a positioning architecture with LPP between UE and SMLC, and LPPa between eNB and SMLC.”

=>
Agreed with this one change, and v1.1.0 should be attached.
=>
Will be sent after v1.1.0 email approval to SA2/RAN3 in R2-094099
Note:
LSout R2-094099 included further changes after email approval and is also sent to 


CT1, cc: CT4.
To: RAN3

R2-094075:
DRAFT LS on MCCH termination and sync protocol
=>
Text in the beginning should be deleted

=>
Samsung would like to add “consequtive” before lost Sync PDU’s in the first paragraph

=>
With these two changes, the LS is agreed in R2-094109
To: SA1

R2-094080:
Draft: LS on PWS/CMAS requirements

=> Update before presentation to R2-094100
R2-094100: 
Draft: LS on PWS/CMAS requirements
=>
NSN wonders where the “expiration time” in question 7 comes from ? RRC does not see this information inside the message. NSN would prefer to remove this mentioning.

-
QC thought we had agreed to ask if we have ETWS and CMAS in Rel-9 ? NSN thought the Stage-2 is sufficiently clear on this ? QC would like to ask: “Whether we have to only meet the requirements for ETWS and CMAS in Rel-9 w.r.t. warning information provisioning ?”

-
NSN thinks there is nothing in Rel-9. Maybe in future release. We don’t ask, and if they think we miss something they can indicate.

=>
Some editorial cleanup w.r.t. headings

=>
With these 2 changes the LS is agreed in R2-094110 (also cc RAN3)
To: SA2, SA4

R2-094082:
[DRAFT] LS on vocoder rate adaptation
=>
LS is agreed in R2-094111
To: RAN4; Cc: RAN1

R2-094085:
[DRAFT] LS on mobility measurements for carrier aggregation
=>
LS is agreed in R2-094112
To: RAN5

R2-094093:
LS on LTE DL Sustained Data Rate Test
=>
LS is agreed in R2-094113
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Any other business
For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #66bis see Annex G.
Elections next meeting (RAN2 #67):

1) Chairman

2) VC for chairing UMTS session

3) VC for LTE topics

Regional balance is a secondary consideration: i.e. no reason to exclude somebody from running in a certain election.

Next meeting, any objection to handle MBMS and Positioning in parallel ? No objections to this.

Meeting schedule 2009/2010:
	MEETING
	DATES
	LOCATION
	HOST

	RAN2 #64bis *1
	12 Jan – 16 Jan 2009
	Ljubljana, Slovenia
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #65      *3
	09 Feb – 13 Feb 2009
	Athens, Greece
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN #43
	03 March – 06 March 2009
	Biarritz, France
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #65bis *3
	23 March – 27 March 2009
	Seoul, Korea
	LG Electronics

	RAN2 #66      *2
	04 May – 08 May 2009
	San Francisco, USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN #44
	26 May – 29 May 2009
	Oranjestad, Aruba
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN2 #66bis *1
	29 June – 03 July 2009
	Los Angeles, USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN2 #67      *3
	24 Aug – 28 Aug 2009
	Shenzhen, China
	Huawei

	RAN #45
	15 Sep – 18 Sep 2009
	Seville, Spain
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #67bis *2
	12 Oct – 16 Oct 2009
	Miyazaki, Japan
	Japanese Friends of 3GPP

	RAN2 #68      *3
	09 Nov – 13 Nov 2009
	?, Korea
	Samsung

	RAN #46
	01 Dec – 04 Dec 2009
	Sanya, China
	?

	RAN2 #68bis *0
	18 Jan – 22 Jan 2010
	Valencia, Spain
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #69      *4
	22 Feb – 26 Feb 2010
	?, USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN #47
	16 March – 19 March 2010
	Vienna, Austria
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #69bis *?
	12 April – 16 April 2010
	ad hoc or no meeting?
	

	RAN2 #70      *3
	10 May – 14 May 2010
	?, Canada
	Research In Motion Limited

	RAN #48
	1 June – 4 June 2010
	
	

	RAN2 #70bis
	28 June – 2 July 2010
	full meeting, RAN2 only
	Ericsson (tbc)

	RAN2 #71      *3
	23 Aug. – 27 Aug. 2010
	Madrid, Spain
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN #49
	14 Sep. – 17 Sep. 2010
	?, USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN2 #71bis *0
	11 Oct. – 15 Oct. 2010
	?, China
	ZTE

	RAN2 #72      *4
	15 Nov. – 19 Nov. 2010
	USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN #50
	7 Dec. – 10 Dec. 2010
	Europe
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)


Co-location with:
*0: RAN1, RAN3
*1: RAN1, RAN2, RAN4

*2: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4
*3: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5
*4: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5, SA1, SA2, CT1, CT3, CT4, CT6 (tbc)

(no indication: RAN2 only)
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Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #66bis. He thanked the North American Friends of 3GPP for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday July 3rd, 2009 at about 17:00 o'clock.

Annex A:
Report of LTE user plane session
For convenience the summary R2-094049 of the LTE user plane session (agenda items 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7and 6.7.2) is copied into this annex. 

Note: The report of this parallel session was already agreed separately under agenda item 8.2.

Additional information is added in italics.
5.3
MAC (36.321)

5.3.1
Dynamic scheduling
R2-093715
Clarification on RV setting
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
DOCOMO ask how important the change is at this stage of R8.

-
SK think the CR is aligned with the correct intention of the spec.

-
ASUSTeK think the main issue in the spec if the missing definition of Nws that is used in the formula

-
Ericsson ask if Nws is defined in another spec. ASUSTeK think it is not defined anywhere else.

-
NSN think the parameter may be defined in RAN1 specs as the text was proposed by RAN1. 

-
Huawei think it is clear today given that the window size is 0-15

=>
CR is not agreed. Intention of spec if clear today.
5.3.2
DRX handling
No contributions.

5.3.3
Random Access procedure
R2-093714
Report of Email discussion on [66.12] LTE NDI handling with T-CRNTI in consideration
ASUSTeK
Report

summary of email discussion [66#12]

-
Ericsson ask if there were concerns/objection with the CR before the deadline. Ericsson think the concern was after the deadline.

=>
Noted
R2-093792
Correction to NDI semantics
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
HTC ask if there is still a problem that BSR can be lost. Ericsson see his as a different issue and the eNB can have means to resolve the issue.

-
LG ask how important it is to solve the problem. The lost BSR problem can be recovered but maybe with some delay. And also in most case the eNB will have configured an SR resource. LG think it is too late for release 8. Ericsson think the most important issue to address is a UE incorrectly think the contention is resolved. LG think RLC-AM will recover the data loss arising from this.

-
Samsung think if this happens when UE wants to send a measurement report for handover then the delay can result in RLF. Sumsung would like to address the problem in R8 and likes the Ericsson approach.

-
Nokia think it is not clear how the MAC reset solves the problem. Ericsson think the original CR was aiming to have a well defined value of NDI in case of a non contention random access shortly after a MAC reset.

-
Motorola think there is a problem to address in release 8

-
Huawei prefer to address the issue in release 9

-
CATT would like to address the issue in release 8. HT mM also support release 8. Panasonic also support release 8 and support the Ericsson approach. Qualcomm agree with Panasonic

=>
Problem will be addressed in release 8

-
CATT ask if something should be added instead of just deleting the text added in CR 292. Ericsson agree that the intention is that NDI should be treated as toggled regardless of the value of NDI and may not be correct in the CR. Later Ericsson add this it is covered elsewhere in the spec.

-
Nokia ask if it introduces 2 different handlings. For example it is clear that MAC is reset (and hence NDIs set to zero) at connection establishment. Ericsson agree this needs to be checked.

-
Samsung ask why the setting to zero is needed at MAC reset given it is always treated as toggled. Ericsson indicate that the intent of setting it to zero is not for the RAR but for the network transmission.

-
Panasonic ask if it is mainly covering the handover case. Ericsson agree that the initial case would need to be checked.

=>
Agree this the approach in the Ericsson CR to address the problem. 

=>
Offline checking whether anything needs to be added to cover the connection establishment case. Revision of CR in R2-094043. Come back on Friday

=>
On cover sheet the RAN box should be ticked.

R2-094043
Correction to NDI semantics
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-093949
NDI handling and BSR loss problem with temporary C-RNTI in consideration
HTC Corporation
Disc

-
Ericsson ask if this proposal addresses the problem of a measurement report lost in message 3. Ericsson think the lost report can only be resent by RLC. HTC clarify the proposal only addresses the lost BSR. 

-
Nokia think proposal 1 and 2 is too big for release 8, but proposal 3 may be good to note.

-
LG think both Ericsson and HTC proposal have some issue in the case a measurement report is lost in message 3. But Ericsson approach is much simpler to implement.

-
Panasonic think the HTC approach does not really resolve the incorrect contention resolution but only addresses the lost BSR.

-
HTC think their approach only impacts the UE, not the RAN so preferable for R8.

-
Motorola think the UE impact is large for the HTC approach and so prefer the Ericsson approach

-
Nokia ask if the original ASUSTeK proposal plus HTC proposal 3 can solve the problem. HTC clarified that proposal 3 already assumes the ASUSTeK change. Samsung think the note (i.e. second part of proposal 3) would not be needed as it is already clear. Ericsson think a note would not be needed.

-
HT mM think both solutions have problem with initial access and prefer the original ASUSTeK solution.

-
NSN would like to reconsider the ASUSTeK CR. ASUSTeK agree this would be sufficient.

Update from Ericsson on offline discussion:

-
Ericsson explain that with the ASUSTeK solution it would be possible for the eNB to forget the NDI state of the HARQ process used for contention free RA. With Ericsson approach the eNB must always keep track of the NDIs. For contention based RA then eNB must keep track of NDI for all processes. Opportunity for forgetting NDI limited to the HARQ process used for the contention free access.

-
HTC ask if Ericsson change affect both UE and eNB. Ericsson agree that potentially the enB may need to be changed but depends on current implementation

-
Ericsson explain in both cases a MAC reset is needed at initial connection establishment and this should be clear in RRC.

-
Nokia, NSN, HTC prefer the ASUSTeK/HTC

-
Samsung, Motorola, Ericsson, Qualcomm, RIMM, CATT, LG prefer the Ericsson approach.

=>
Agreed to go with Ericsson approach.
R2-093954
CR to UL grant reception
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L2

-
not treated following discussion of R2-093949
R2-093956
Msg3 adaptive retransmission with T-C-RNTI regardless of the NDI value
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-093949
Not available

R2-093791
Discussion on NDI semantics on Random Access
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

5.3.4
QoS
No contributions.

5.3.5
UL Information for scheduler
R2-093762
Minor correction to PHR
CATT
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Samsung think the CR is correct but it is almost impossible that a UE implementation will get this wrong. So CR is not needed.

-
TMO agree with CR that the CR is not wrong but is not needed.

=>
Not agreed

R2-093957
New BSR trigger for suspicious RA completion
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-093949
5.3.6
MAC PDU format
No contributions.

5.3.7
Semi-persistent scheduling 
R2-093898
Collision of DL SPS and MBSFN subframes
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
HT mM ask for clarification that the MBSFN subframe is never used for unicast. Samsung confirm they are never used for downlink unicast transmission

-
NSN support the CR

-
LG support the intention but need to find correct wording for MBSFN subframes. Samsung will align with wording with RRC. NSN think the original wording is fine as 36.213 clearly defines MBSFN subframes.

-
Ericsson think the CR is not needed as the RRC spec today already implies this.

-
Panasonic thinks the CR add further clarification about NDI handling that is not clear from RRC. Ericsson think the NDI handling can be handled by the eNB. Panasonic would like aligned behaviour for measurements and MBSFN subframes.

-
Ericsson understanding of spec today is that UE would toggle NDI in case of configured DL assignment and MBSFN subframe and eNB could take this into account. Huawei think this behaviour is not clear today.

-
CATT support the CR.

-
LG concerned that UE will flush data in soft buffer when such a collision occurs. Ericsson think the collision occurs at a point when the eNB is intending to replace the data anyway.

-
Panasonic thinks the rules was to allow overwriting with a dynamic assignment and then retransmission of this to extend beyond the next configured assignment even in the case that it collides with a measurement gap.

-
Samsung think it is clear that UE does not receive data in case of collision and would also imply that NDI is toggled, but it would be not aligned to measurement gaps. Samsung think it is ambiguous for an implementer. 

-
Interdigital support the CR.

-
Ericsson concerned if it is really an essential correction. Huawei think the spec is not really clear and so not possible for the eNB to handle this. Ericsson think NDI handling is clear but not aligned to measurement gap handling.

=>
Offline discussion at lunch. 

Update from offline discussion

-
Update from Samsung: In offline discussion Ericsson indicate they could accept the CR. Wording and coversheet have been improved. Revised CR in R2-094047 generated from offline discussion.

-
Ericsson are concerned by this kind of CR to align things rather than fix things at this stage of rel 8 so this should be the exception.

R2-094047
Collision of DL SPS and MBSFN subframes
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
DOCOMO ask if there is any impact to eNB. Samsung reply a future eNB that supports MBSFN would have to be implemented in line with this CR.

-
Ericsson prefer saying something like 'if this subframe is not part of measurement gap and if this is not part of MBSFN subframe'

=>
Revision to use the wording proposed by Ericsson, to be finalised offline, in R2-094048. Come back Friday.

R2-094048
Collision of DL SPS and MBSFN subframes
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
5.3.8
Other
R2-093672
Minor corrections to 36.321
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson suggest updating the consequences to indicate very little possibility of misinterpretation due to the incorrect table references. 
=>
Revision to included corrected cover sheet (RAN box to be ticked and updated consequences). Revision in R2-094044 is agreed in principle.
5.4
RLC (36.322)
R2-093675
Possible misinterpretation on incrementing RETX_COUNT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.322
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Updated in R2-094033

R2-094033
Possible misinterpretation on incrementing RETX_COUNT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens

-
LG support the CR but think the wording 'any such portion' is confusing.

-
DOCOMO support the CR and has some suggestion to improve the wording.

-
Interdigital agree the text needs to be clarified. The 'such' in 'any such' creates confusion and 'any portion' seems to exclude the whole PDU.

=>
Agree the problem need to be resolved

=>
Offline discussion to finalise the wording. Revision in R2-094045. Come back Friday

R2-094045
Possible misinterpretation on incrementing RETX_COUNT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens

R2-093805
Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
Interdigital think situation is the same as UMTS (network can not guarantee against overflow) but it was never noted.

-
Samsung think the situation is a little different from UMTS. If needed it would be better stated in another spec.

-
Qualcomm think it was common understanding that the eNB will try to manage the UE buffer content. ALU agree the eNB must do its best but it is impossible to completely manage it. Qualcomm concerned with the proposed wording as it suggests the eNB is not even trying.

=>
Common understanding that eNB does try to manage UE buffer content but it can not guarantee in all cases and so UE should behave gracefully in these cases.

-
Qualcomm ask what UE is expected to do as a result of the note. ALU expect the UE not to crash in the case this occurs.

-
Samsung can't agree to add note to the core spec. Suggest adding in 36.300.

=>
Revision of CR to 36.300 to be prepared in R2-094046. Offline discussion to conclude wording of the note. Come back Friday

R2-094046
CR on Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-093811
CR on Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.322
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-093805.
5.5
PDCP (36.323)
No contributions.

5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)
R2-094007
Minor Editorial corrections for TS36.306
NEC
CR
36.306
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think the CR is not wrong but is not necessary for release 8

=>
Not agreed
5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)
No contributions.

6.7.2
TEI9: User plane related

MAC random access

R2-093738
TDD PRACH selection
IPWireless
Disc

-
Ericsson ask if the corresponding document has been in RAN1. IPWireless indicate it is unlikely that RAN1 discuss TEI9 until after September.

-
CATT ask if the proposal can cause overload on one PRACH in a subframe. IPWireless explain this is the reason to add the pathloss selection after the subframe selection.

-
Huawei asked if a UE behaving according to the CR would break the spec. Huawei think that a UE could do this today and it would still appear to pick the PRACH randomly and hence comply to the R8 spec. IPWireless think UE following the MAC spec can not be done today.

-
NSN think the gains need to be verified in RAN1.

=>
Noted

=>
Will be discussed again after RAN1 have discussed the benefits of the proposal.
R2-093763
DL Assignment during non-contention based RACH for DL data arrival
CATT
Disc

-
LG proposed similar thing for release 8 but was not agreed as there were some reasons to use UL grant in message 2 even in the DL data arrival case. Reasons are for eNB to get an BSR, to trigger CQI reporting.

-
NSN agree with LG. It is useful for the eNB to receive even an empty BSR to know the UE's buffers still empty. CATT think the empty BSR is not useful for eNB.

-
Ericsson agree with LG understanding. CQI is very important for downlink data arrived. Prefer not to agree the CR.

-
ITRI support the proposal.

-
Motorola think proposal 2 still result in a waste of uplink recourses. 

-
ZTE think CQI can be sent on PUCCH as the PUCCH resources are kept when TAT expires. So UL grant is not needed to get CQI. Samsung understand that PUCCH resources are released when TAT expires. ZTE agree with Samsung understanding. Samsung think the UL transmission can also be used as a kind of acknowledgement.

=>
Noted

R2-093911
An invalid UL grant in RAR
ITRI
Disc

-
Not treated following discussion of R2-093763

R2-093876
Simplified MAC RAR for dedicated preamble
ZTE
Disc

-
Ericsson ask what is the gain of the proposal. ZTE explain the benefit is to save 2 octets in the RAR.

-
Ericsson thing we should consider real improvements that bring substantial gain. It is difficult for RAN2 to assess the gain. Maybe better if this came from RAN1.

-
ZTE explain the reduction in size of RAR allows more RARs to be included in the PDSCH transmission and could reduce the number of PDSCH transmissions.

-
NSN think the size of the transport block is an important consideration. Reduction in size of RAR may not lead to reduction of the TB size.

-
LG ask how the eNB knows the UE version. NSN explain that release 8 does not need to continue looking at the message further than its RAR.

-
HT mM support to remove T-C-RNTI in this case but not sure if the proposal works.

=>
Noted

R2-093878
Indication for last random access response
ZTE
Disc

-
Interdigital ask how much time is expected to be save between last RAR message and end of window. ZTE think it depends on length of window (max size 10ms).

-
Motorola think there are multiple overlapping windows at any point in time. How do you know which reception window it refers to. ZTE explain this is indicated by the RA-RNTI.

-
Ericsson assumes that the eNB will configure the window size to align with the expected response time. So the potential gain is much less than 10ms. So not sure this is needed.

-
ZTE think the c-plane delay estimated previously assume a 4ms delay from preamble to RAR.

-
Motorola think the gain may be bigger as the UE may also have to wait for the next PRACH opportunity. Ericsson think this can be taken into account in configuration

-
DOCOMO agree to Ericsson. DOCOMO think it is more for the case that no preamble is detected by the eNB but missed preamble should not be too frequent.

=>
Noted
MAC SPS

R2-093717
Flushing HARQ buffer after release of SPS
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
Panasonic think eNB does not know the UE has implicitly released and so might request retransmission. Causes desync between UE and eNB. ASUSTeK think eNB is aware of the situation

-
HT mM agree with Panasonic. ASUSTeK think it is a little different situation from that discussed previously

-
LG think eNB is aware by receiving a certain number of empty BSRs, so they should be transmitted.

-
CATT think it is not good to flush the buffer as valid information might be lost, e.g. PHR.

=>
Not agreed

R2-093731
DRX and SPS Alignment in REL9
Research In Motion UK Limited, AT&T
Disc

-
Interdigital ask how much of a problem this is. In a loaded cell the scheduler should be able to stagger the SPS and DRX in the time domain. RIM think once the VoIP RB is established then the DRX start offset is fixed so the scheduler has some limitations.

-
CATT understand that DL SPS must be aligned with on duration as UE behaviour is not specified outside of on duration. RIM agree this is the R8 understand and there were concerns this is limiting to the eNB scheduler. 

-
Huawei ask if adjusting the DRX offset when activating SPS does anything as activation must be in the on duration. RIM explain this proposal allows the SPS activation to be anywhere in active time and afterwards the on-duration and SPS will be aligned.

-
NSN thinks the need to align the two things is a limitation release 8.

-
Ericsson think the DRX configuration will spread the UEs and so the SPS configuration will be spread as well. Ericsson also see some drawbacks as there could be some loss of synchronisation.

-
Interdigital think the PUCCH alignment also need to be aligned to DRX and this might be lost if DRX is shifted.

=>
Noted

R2-093785
36.321 CR - improvement for uplink SPS and BSR transmission
Huawei
CR
36.321
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

Proposal 1
-
ASUSTeK is not sure if it possible for several VoIP packets to be included in a single transmission. 

-
LG thinks the eNB will not give dynamic resources to the UE to send the VoIP packets even if UE sent D-SR. So the situation will not occur.

-
Panasonic think eNB might give dynamic grant to serve other data and it might be used for VoIP packet.

-
Interdigital think a smart scheduler could work out that an implicit release has occurred. NSN agree that smart eNB can work his out and if there is other data then SPS may not be needed.

-
ZTE think a smart UE implementation might delay the VoIP packet until the SPS occasion.

-
Huawei think if D-SR is configured then it will be trigger due to other data, the eNB will give grant and the UE will use it for VoIP. There is no way for the VoIP packet to delayed.

-
Ericsson think good eNB implementation might configure D-SR in subframe just after SPS.

Proposal 2

-
Panasonic think it is already in the spec that the UE will not run another logical channel prioritisation in this case. NSN agreed. Ericsson agree. Huawei will check offline.

=>
Not agreed

R2-093849
Semi-persistent scheduling operation in LTE Rel-9
Panasonic
Disc

-
HTC support the intention.

-
Qualcomm ask if this would mean that SPS allocation can not be used to send an RRC message. Panasonic confirm that RRC would have to be scheduled dynamically by eNB. Qualcomm think this may delay RRC. Panasonic think eNB could override an SPS resource so RRC could also be included.

-
Motorola would like to consider this for release 9 and asks why it is not considered for DL. Panasonic reply the eNB can already do what it likes. Motorola ask if other optimisation such as to MAC header are considered. Panasonic indicate this was not he original intent.

-
NSN think the proposal has knock on effects that are not desirable and it is important RRC messages are sent at earliest opportunity.

-
Interdigital think more than one SPS configuration might address some concerns.

-
LG think RRC is unlikely to fit in an SPS resource with size set for VoIP. It will be segmented. Samsung this UL RRC messages are small so they should fit.

-
Samsung sees some benefit but also some additional complexity and not sure the complexity is justified.

=>
Noted
MAC DRX

R2-093691
Periodic CQI/PMI/RI Reports and DRX
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Samsung
CR
36.321
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
Interdigital think it is a limitation in release 8 and think it would be useful in release 9. Support the CR.

-
Ericsson think only reason to do this would be to allow >1 occasion during the on duration. NSN think it is motivated purely by PUCCH resource usage.

-
Motorola think you can't really allocate the resources to other UEs as they need to be able to be turned on at any point in time. NSN understand they can be reallocated outside the on-duration with this proposal.

=>
Not agreed

=>
Some interest in the proposal for release 9. Can be resubmitted to next meeting.
R2-093693
DRX Timers and Measurement Gaps
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
CATT ask why same change is not done to on-duration. NSN think this must be fixed as it relates to timesharing between UEs.

-
Interdigital agree with the problem, but think with the short drx and re-tx timers the drx cycle would also be short. So wonder whether there is really a problem

-
Ericsson has supported this in the past but wonders about the different handling between rel-8 and rel-9 UEs. Ericsson would like to keep commonality for DRX between rel-8 and rel-9. Gain may not make it worthwhile.

-
Huawei support the proposal. 

-
Samsung agree with Interdigital and Ericsson. Can have long re-tx timer as UE can go to sleep as soon as it received retransmission.

-
Ericsson ask it if would be sufficient to do this only for inactivity timer. NSN think this is possible. 

-
Samsung think for the inactivity timer the eNB can handle it smartly. So still not convinced this would be useful

=>
Not agreed.
MAC feedback for eNB

R2-093690
Padding PHR
Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT
CR
36.321
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
Qualcomm ask about the gains of the proposal. NSN think it is obvious that there is some benefit in sending more info to the scheduler. Ericsson thinks the PHR does not change that often and so the extra PHRs are not that useful, and it also complicates the LCH prioritisation. Qualcomm agree with Ericsson and think it will add extra complexity.

-
DOCOMO sees some value in sending PHR in these cases.

-
Interdigital think this gives some thing for nothing as the presence of the PHR indicates the BSR would be empty. 

-
NSN clarify that new LCID is used for padding PHR so eNB can distinguish between padding and regular PHR.

-
Samsung think it can be useful to help decide whether to configure TTI bundling.

-
Ericsson think the interaction with the prohibit timer also needs to be considered

-
Motorola support the concept although CR may need more work.

-
Ericsson think starting the prohibit time may delay a subsequent PHR triggered due to pathloss change. Also may be better to keep LCIDs for other purposes.

=>
Not agreed. Discussion can continue offline and CR may be seen again at the next meeting.

R2-093724
PHR inclusion in msg3 re-transmissons
Samsung
Disc

-
Samsung indicate the CR is not fully clear and would need to be revised. Something more than a note would be needed.

-
Panasonic this implies the UE generates a new msg3 even though there is one in the buffer and so adds complexity, but Panasonic sees some benefit. Qualcomm shares Panasonic complexity comments. 

-
Samsung agree it could be potentially large impact to UE implementation, so it doesn't propose to generate new msg3 but just update the PHR content.

-
Ericsson think the eNB can provide another grant after the random access in which the PHR can be sent.

-
Huawei think PHR will not change much during lifetime of RA procedure. This proposal is more pain than gain.

=>
Noted

R2-093729
PHR Inclusion in Msg3 Re-transmissions-CR
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
not treated following discussion of R2-093724

R2-093994
MAC BSR Coding
Motorola
Disc

-
Ericsson think the granularity was chosen due to error in BSR calculation. So increase in granularity does not help.

-
Ericsson asks if this ends up with higher granularity for BSR than for TB size. Motorola has not checked the TB sizes but with the scaling there might be a few BSRs relating to a TB size. Ericsson think have more than one BSR code point per TB size is not useful.

=>
Noted
R2-093996
MAC BSR Coding CR
Motorola
CR
36.321
C
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
not treated following discussion of R2-093994
MAC other

R2-093689
Stop TAT Command MAC Control Element
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
B
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
Ericsson think the eNB could use RRC signalling and used the HARQ feedback to confirm the reception of the command in the UE. 

-
Huawei think max value of TAT is 15s and don't see a need to expire the timer quicker than 15s.

-
Interdigital don't see the need for speed to release the resource.

-
CATT think DRX can be configured to achieve power saving. Panasonic agree with CATT comment.

=>
Not agreed

R2-093750
LTE DL Flow Control
Qualcomm Europe, Fujitsu, HTC 
Disc

-
revised into R2-094061
R2-094061
LTE DL Flow Control
Qualcomm Europe, Fujitsu, HTC, AT+T 
Disc

-
AT+T support this and think it is a good way forward and should be included in R9

-
Ericsson think IP traffic already has end to end flow control. UE memory can be controlled by the eNB so flow control should not be needed for memory management.

-
Qualcomm explain that TCP flow control cause a problem as it impacts throughput. Also as discussed earlier eNB can not guarantee buffer management

-
Panasonic and HT mM support the proposal.

-
Interdigital think that over the air flow control could just cause eNB to drop the packets. Think it is better that packet dropping is in one place in the network. Support the flow control.

-
Huawei support the principle of flow control in release 9.

-
Motorola have some concern to predict what TB size it could support. Support the principle of flow control but concerns over this approach. Qualcomm think a simple UE implementation could just do on off. Motorola think in this case we could specify a simple on/off. Qualcomm think we should offer flexibility for smart implementations.

-
NSN think it is better to drop packets at eNB than transmit them and have them dropped in UE. But concerns that it makes UE categories meaningless. 

-
Qualcomm think the flow control is very fast and will not necessarily lead to eNB dropping packets. Also think test cases can ensure UEs genuinely support the max rate of the UE cat. Might even add some application such as ftp.

-
Ericsson also concerned about the UE categories. How often and how long is UE allowed to flow control. Qualcomm think in real life the processing requirements are difficult to predict.

-
Panasonic think eNB should react to the flow control to avoid useless transmission of data.

-
Qualcomm think the UE can not be mandated to implement, but there is incentive to support in the eNB.

=>
Noted
R2-093953
Enhanced Logical Channel Prioritization with multiple grants for Rel-9
HTC Corporation
Disc

-
Interdigital think the amount that can be borrowed is specified today and there is a means to minimise the segmentation. HTC proposal is to go beyond this.

-
LG think there are some guidelines and a smart implementation can already do what is proposed.

-
Ericsson agree the current spec does not prevent the behaviour. As it is currently only specified by guidelines there is no reason to make them more specific.

=>
Noted
PDCP

R2-093880
handling of PDCP control PDUs upon PDCP re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.323
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9

-
Huawei ask why the control PDUs are stored in PDCP. Currently the spec never says the control PDUs are stored in PDCP. They are created in PDCP and delivered to lower layers immediately.

-
Ericsson agree with Huawei and thin the proposal is not needed.

-
ZTE think it is not clear how to deal with PDCP PDUs not processes when re-establishment occurs. Ericsson think this is implementation. ZTE think it is stated in RLC to discard status PDUs.

-
Samsung think some PDCP status PDUs are delivered to PDCP after re-establishment of RLC. Ericsson think PDCP processes all PDUs received from RLC due to re-establishment before the header compression is reset.

=>
Not agreed.
Other

R2-094000
E-UTRA UE category enhancements
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
CATT ask why the different between cats 1 and 2 today is so large? Nokia believe the thinking was that it was enough to have just one voice centric category.
-
DOCOMO asked if changing cat 1/2 has been considered instead of adding a new category. Depends if UE vendors have started any implementation based on these categories. Nokia thinks it is a good point but think both cat 1 and the new cat are needed for differentiation.

-
Qualcomm thinks cat 1 and 2 is sufficient and in the long run cat 2 is the best. Also complex for network to deal with the new category

-
Ericsson request more time to think and consider the alternative approaches.

=>
Noted

R2-094019
Correction of RLC functions in 36.300
New Postcom
CR
36.300
F
REL-9
LTE-L23, TEI9
-
DOCOMO think it is not necessary to update the stage 2 in release 9.

=>
Not agreed

Come back on Friday

CRs:

R2-094043
Correction to NDI semantics
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-094048
Collision of DL SPS and MBSFN subframes
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-094045
Possible misinterpretation on incrementing RETX_COUNT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens

R2-094046
CR on Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

Tdocs not allocated

R2-094050 - R2-094052
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Annex D:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #66bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(incoming LS, to, from, contact)
	source
	WI
	RAN2 action requested
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-093627
	LS on unavoidability of PCI Collision in the presence of HeNBs (R3-091399; to: RAN2, RAN1; cc: RAN4; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN3
	EHNB-RAN2
	yes
	noted
	postponed
(will see next meeting)
	submitted to RAN2 #66 as R2-092813 but not treated there

	R2-093628
	LS on Network Based Solutions for Active Mode Inbound Mobility to H(e)NB Cells (R3-091460; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN3
	EHNB-RAN2
	yes
	noted
	postponed
(depending on progress)
	submitted to RAN2 #66 as R2-092814 but not treated there

	R2-093629
	LS on PCI/PSC range for hybrid H(e)NB cells (R3-091461; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	RAN3
	EHNB-RAN2
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	submitted to RAN2 #66 as R2-092815 but not treated there

	R2-093630
	LS on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection (C6-090159; to: CT1, SA1, CT, SA2; cc: SA, CT4, RAN2; contact: Sagem)
	CT6
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB), EHNB-RAN2
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093631
	Reply LS to C1-091198 =R2-091988 on "possible AS impacts from UE mode operation" (GP-090952; to: CT1, RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Huawei)
	GERAN1
	GELTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-094103
	Note: RAN2 #65bis postponed an LS answer to R2-091988

	R2-093632
	Reply LS R2-093585 on cell change order to E-UTRAN (GP-091017; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: HTC)
	GERAN2
	GELTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093633
	LS on treatment of Not Allowed E-UTRAN cells (GP-091050; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: RIM)
	GERAN1
	GELTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-094105
	

	R2-093634
	LS on reselection from GERAN to E-UTRAN (GP-091070; to: RAN2, SA1; cc: SA2; contact: RIM)
	GERAN
	GELTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-094104
	

	R2-093635
	Reply LS to R2-092700 on transfer of inter-RAT handover to E-UTRA message (GP-091074; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	GERAN2
	GELTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093636
	LS on Framework for OTDOA Positioning in LTE (R1-092281; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	LCS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093637
	LS on AOA+TA positioning (R1-092282; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: CATT)
	RAN1
	LCS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093638
	LS on DC-HSUPA physical layer parameters and RAN1 agreements (R1-092287; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	RAN1
	RANimp-DC_HSUPA
	not explicitly
	not treated
	-
	note: As there is no UTRA session at RAN2 #66bis this LS is not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67

	R2-093639
	Reply LS to C1-092235 = R2-092803 on preventing inter-RAT HO from UTRAN to E-UTRAN (R3-091489; to: CT1, SA2; cc: SA1,RAN2; contact: Vodafone)
	RAN3
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	Note: Attached REL-8 CR R3-091490 was approved at RAN #44.

	R2-093640
	LS on QCI concept interpretation (R3-091494; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, CT1, CT4; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093641
	Response LS to RP-090358 = R2-092002 on Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells (R4-091733; to: RAN; cc: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN4
	EHNB-RAN2
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	Note: Answer to ITU-R was already sent

	R2-093642
	LS on Band Combination Handling for Dual-Band Dual-Cell HSDPA (R4-092072; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: RAN; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
	not explicitly
	not treated
	-
	note: As there is no UTRA session at RAN2 #66bis this LS is not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67

	R2-093643
	LS on Feasibility of Region 3 Band Combinations for Dual Band DC-HSDPA (R4-092074; to: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
	not explicitlys
	not treated
	-
	note: As there is no UTRA session at RAN2 #66bis this LS is not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67

	R2-093644
	Response LS to S2-091781 = R2-092007 and R2-092704 on CS domain and IM CN subsystem selection principles (S1-091360; to: CT1, SA2, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA1
	LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093645
	Reply LS to R2-093571 on Terminology for Hybrid cells (S1-091385; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Samsung)
	SA1
	EHNB-RAN2
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093646
	Reply LS to C6-090159 = R2-093630 on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection (S1-091396; to: CT6, CT1, CT, SA2; cc: SA, CT4, RAN2; contact: Sagem)
	SA1
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB), EHNB-RAN2
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093647
	LS on Support of multiple locations sessions for a UE at any one time (S2-094102; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1; contact: Huawei)
	SA2
	LCS_LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-094101
	

	R2-093648
	Response LS to R2-092698 and C1-092266 = R2-092806 on Emergency Call Support Indication on BCCH (S2-094152; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093649
	LS on Principles for voice domain selection (S2-094238; to: CT1, SA1, RAN2, GERAN; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	SA2
	LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093650
	Reply LS to C1-092264 = R2-092805 on CSFB configuration (S2-094239; to: CT1; cc:RAN2; contact: Samsung)
	SA2
	SAES-CSFB
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093651
	Reply LS to R2-092696 on potential ETWS security threat in UTRAN (S3-091054; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1, GERAN2; contact: Ericsson)
	SA3
	ETWS
	not explicitly
	noted
	postponed
(decision pending)
	draft was prepared in R2-094031

	R2-093652
	Reply LS to R2-092676, R3-091008 = R2-092726, C1-091945 = R2-092802 on Update on Concurrent Running of Security Procedures (S3-091071; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	SA3
	LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093653
	Reply LS to R2-092711 on security aspects on Relay-node type 1 (S3-091113; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	SA3
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	yes
	noted
	postponed
(to RAN2 #67)
	

	R2-093654
	Reply LS to R2-093600 on UE Capability Transfer during inter-RAT handover (S3-091139; to: RAN2, GERAN, GERAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Nokia)
	SA3
	LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093655
	Reply LS to R2-093584 on IMS emergency call (S3-091159; to: RAN2; cc: CT1, RAN3, SA2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	SA3
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093656
	LS on Integrity protection of NAS messages that alter the allowed CSG list (S3-091167; to: CT1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Vodafone)
	SA3
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB)
	yes
	noted
	R2-094102
	

	R2-093657
	Reply LS to RP-090664 on Vocoder Rate Adaptation for LTE (SP-090461; to: RAN, SA2, SA4, CT1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA
	LTEimp-Vocoder
	yes
	noted
	no
	Note: RAN #44 approved a corresponding WI in RP-090660

	R2-093659
	LS on RLC UM for RF testing (R5-093325; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Agilent)
	RAN5
	LTE-UEConTest_RF
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093660
	RF Parameters for OMA Diagnostics and Monitoring (OMA-LS_817_from_DM; to: RAN2; cc: RAN, RAN3, SA5; contact: ATT)
	OMA Device Management WG
	FS_NGN_min_drive-tests
	yes
	not treated
	-
	

	R2-093661
	Reply LS to GP-090952 = R2-093631 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation (C1-092817; to: GERAN1; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Qualcomm)
	CT1
	LTE-L23
	no
	not treated
	-
	

	R2-093662
	LS on Introduction of the Operator CSG List (C1-093161; to: SA1; cc: SA2, RAN2; contact: Telecom Italia)
	CT1
	EHNB-RAN2
	no
	not treated
	-
	

	R2-093663
	LS on SSAC requirement (C1-093163; to: SA1; cc: RAN2; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	CT1
	SSAC
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093664
	LS response to R3-091399  = R2-093627 for PCI collision (R1-092864; to: RAN3, RAN2; cc: RAN4; contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	EHNB-RAN2
	not explicitly
	not treated
	-
	

	R2-093665
	LS on Vocoder Rate Adaptation for LTE (S4-090534; to: RAN2, SA2; cc: CT1; contact: Ericsson)
	SA4
	LTEimp-Vocoder
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-093666
	LS Request for Link Level Trace Files (S4-090569; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
	SA4
	Improved Video Support (IVS)
	yes
	not treated
	-
	

	R2-093667
	LS Request for Information on MBMS and PSS (S4-090570; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1; contact: ETRI)
	SA4
	Improved Video Support (IVS)
	yes
	not treated
	-
	


no:



Although RAN2 action was requested no LS answer was sent.

postponed:
LS answer was postponed to next RAN2 meeting (note: incoming LS will not be presented again at the next meeting and involved parties are requested to submit proposal for draft outgoing LS answer to next meeting).

Summary:

· In total: 40 LSs received for RAN2 #66bis: 18 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 3 related to UTRA, 19 related to joint aspects

· 3 of the 40 are resubmissions from RAN2 #66:

· R2-093627 = R2-092813 = R3-091399

· R2-093628 = R2-092814 = R3-091460

· R2-093629 = R2-092815 = R3-091461
· 31 noted; 9 not treated which will be resubmitted to RAN2 #67:

· R2-093638 = R1-092287

· R2-093642 = R4-092072

· R2-093643 = R4-092074

· R2-093660 = OMA-LS_817_from_DM

· R2-093661 = C1-092817

· R2-093662 = C1-093161

· R2-093664 = R1-092864

· R2-093666 = S4-090569

· R2-093667 = S4-090570
· 8 of the 40 incoming LSs were received during the RAN2 #66bis meeting:

· R2-093660 = OMA-LS_817_from_DM

· R2-093661 = C1-092817

· R2-093662 = C1-093161

· R2-093663 = C1-093163

· R2-093664 = R1-092864

· R2-093665 = S4-090534

· R2-093666 = S4-090569

· R2-093667 = S4-090570
Incoming LSs for which the LS answer was postponed so far:

RAN2 #66bis:

R2-093627
LS on unavoidability of PCI Collision in the presence of HeNBs (R3-091399; to: RAN2, RAN1; cc: RAN4; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
R2-093628
LS on Network Based Solutions for Active Mode Inbound Mobility to H(e)NB Cells (R3-091460; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
R2-093651
Reply LS to R2-092696 on potential ETWS security threat in UTRAN (S3-091054; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1, GERAN2; contact: Ericsson)
SA3

R2-093653
Reply LS to R2-092711 on security aspects on Relay-node type 1 (S3-091113; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, SA2; contact: Ericsson)
SA3
RAN2 #65bis:

R2-091988
Reply LS to R2-091142 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation (C1-091198; to: RAN2, GERAN1; cc: SA2; contact: NEC)
CT1
R2-092002
Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells (RP-090358; to: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: AT&T)
RAN

R2-092682
LS on on CSG Access Control during inbound handover (R3-091004; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3

RAN2 #65:

R2-091891
LS on UE support of CSG in Rel-8 (R3-090588; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

RAN2 #63bis:

R2-084976
Response LS to R2-084823 on HSPA Rel-8 Feature Dependencies (RP-080748; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
RAN

RAN2 #63:

R2-083821
LS reply to R2-082899 on CSG cell identification (R1-082762; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1

R2-084612
LS on connected mode mobility support for 3G Home NodeBs (R3-082244; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3

RAN2 #62bis:

R2-083065
Reply LS to C1-081422 = R2-082064 and R2-082041 on E-UTRAN Identifiers (R3-081534; to: RAN2, CT1, CT4, SA2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

R2-083072
LS reply to R2-081368 on Load balancing signalling on QCI (R3-081607; to: RAN2, SA2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3

RAN2 #62:

R2-082063
Reply LS to S3-080229 = R2-081918 and R2-082036 on outstanding NAS messages (C1-081386; to: SA3, RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
CT1

R2-082086
Reply LS to R2-081380 on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures (S2-083171; to: 



RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1, SA3; contact: NSN)
SA2
R2-082088
LS Request for Evaluation Framework Link Level Data (S4-080256; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
SA4
R2-082096
LS on AS and NAS message protection (S3-080502; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: NSN)
SA3
R2-082099
Reply LS on "outstanding NAS messages from RAN2 (R2-082036) and CT1 (C1-081386=R2-082063) (S3-080525; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: NSN)
SA3

RAN2 #61bis:

R2-081404
LS on Decision of MBMS and LCS in SAE Rel8 Scope Discussions (SP-080223; to: SA2, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: SA1, GERAN2; contact: NTT)
SA
R2-081413
Reply LS to R2-075478 on CSG related mobility (stage 2 text) (GP-080417; to: SA1, RAN2; cc: SA2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN1; contact: NSN)
GERAN
R2-081428
LS on Measurements for self optimisation of cell selection/reselection parameters (R3-080565; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NEC)
RAN3
R2-081921
LS on CS Fallback (S2-081993; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NTT)
SA2
R2-082024
Reply LS to R3-080543 = GP-080283 on applicability of “subscriber type” indication for UTRAN & GERAN (G2-080228; to: SA2, RAN3, RAN2; cc: GERAN, CT1; contact: 




Ericsson)
GERAN2

RAN2 #61:

R2-080649 (R1-075105) Reply to RAN2 LS on signaling for DL data arrival (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-080655 (R3-072408) LS on feasibility of using RLF recovery to aid neighbour discovery (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-080673 (R3-072403) LS on Inter-RAT/frequency Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-081326 (R1-081103) Reply LS to R2-075467 on Uplink Coverage for LTE

Annex E:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #66bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.
	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-094038
	INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO during inter-RAT PS handover
	GERAN, GERAN2
	-
	NSN
	-
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	drafted in connection with R2-093834

	R2-094096
	H(e)NB Inbound Mobility
	RAN4
	RAN1
	Motorola
	-
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	drafted in connection with R2-093924

	R2-094099
	Architecture and work split for positioning in LTE
	RAN3, SA2, CT1
	CT4
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	drafted in connection with R2-093859;

agreed by email discussion [66b#1]

	R2-094101
	Support of multiple location session
	SA2
	RAN3, CT1
	Huawei
	S2-094102 = R2-093647
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	

	R2-094102
	Integrity Protection of NAS Messages that alter the Allowed CSG List
	SA3, CT1
	-
	Vodafone
	S3-091167 = R2-093656
	REL-8
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (HeNB)
	

	R2-094103
	Possible AS impacts from UE mode operation
	GERAN1
	CT1, SA2
	Huawei
	GP-090952 = R2-093631
	REL-8
	GELTE
	

	R2-094104
	Reselection from GERAN to E-UTRAN
	GERAN
	SA1, SA2
	T-Mobile
	GP091070 = R2-093634
	REL-8
	GELTE
	

	R2-094105
	Treatment of Not Allowed E-UTRAN cells
	GERAN
	RAN4
	RIM
	GP-091050 = R2-093633
	REL-8
	GELTE
	

	R2-094106
	Emergency Call Support Indication on BCCH
	CT1, SA2
	-
	Alcatel-Lucent
	-
	REL-9
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	drafted in connection with R2-093819

	R2-094107
	UICC less UE access for IMS emergency call in Rel-9
	SA1
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-9
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	drafted in connection with R2-093946

	R2-094108
	Positioning subframe configuration for OTDOA
	RAN1
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	drafted in connection with R2-093940

	R2-094109
	MBMS MCCH termination and sync protocol
	RAN3
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	drafted in connection with R2-093776

	R2-094110
	PWS/CMAS requirements
	SA1
	RAN3
	Huawei
	-
	REL-9
	PWS-RAN
	drafted in connection with R2-093943

	R2-094111
	Vocoder rate adaptation
	SA2, SA4
	-
	Ericsson
	-
	REL-9
	LTEimp-Vocoder
	drafted in connection with R2-094079

	R2-094112
	Mobility measurements for carrier aggregation
	RAN4
	RAN1
	Ericsson
	-
	REL-9
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	drafted in connection with R2-093815

	R2-094113
	LTE DL Sustained Data Rate Test
	RAN5
	-
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-9
	LTE-L23, TEI9
	drafted in connection with R2-094061


Summary:

In total 16 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #66bis (including 1 agreed by email):
10 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 0 related to UTRA, 6 related to joint aspects.

Annex F:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #66bis
Among 111 CRs submitted to RAN2 #66bis 26 CRs (2 for UTRA specs, 24 for LTE specs) were in principle agreed:

· 1 in principle agreed CR to 25.331 (1x Rel-8)
· 1 in principle agreed CR to 25.367 (1x REL-9)
· 10 in principle agreed CRs to 36.300 (3x REL-8, 7x REL-9)
· 2 in principle agreed CR to 36.304 (1x REL-8, 1x REL-9)
· 3 in principle agreed CRs to 36.321 (3x REL-8)
· 1 in principle agreed CR to 36.322 (1x REL-8)
· 8 in principle agreed CR to 36.331 (8x REL-8)
Note:
All these in principle agreed CRs of RAN WG2 #66bis have to be resubmitted to RAN WG2 #67.

The following table includes already RAN2 #67 Tdoc numbers and CR numbers allocated for RAN2 #67 for all in principle agreed CRs that will be submitted to RAN2 #67.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	RAN2 #67 Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	SI/WI
	RAN2 #66bis Tdoc

	R2-094150
	Correction for  the value range of threshold other system in case E-UTRA measurement Alt1
	NTT DOCOMO
	25.331
	3700
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094040

	R2-094151
	Agreements on inbound mobility to CSG
	Qualcomm Europe
	25.367
	0005
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-094115

	R2-094152
	Correction regarding SRVCC
	Samsung
	36.300
	0105
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094036

	R2-094153
	Renaming CR to 36.300
	Samsung
	36.300
	0106
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-094036

	R2-094154
	Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
	Alcatel-Lucent
	36.300
	0107
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094046

	R2-094155
	Clarification on UE behaviour in case of L2 buffer overflow
	Alcatel-Lucent
	36.300
	0108
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-094046

	R2-094156
	Removal of MBMS
	LG Electronics Inc.
	36.300
	0109
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094088

	R2-094157
	Removal of MBMS
	LG Electronics Inc.
	36.300
	0110
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-094088

	R2-094158
	Corrections to 36.300 on MBMS for LTE
	Huawei
	36.300
	0111
	-
	B
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-093780

	R2-094159
	IMS Emergency Call
	Alcatel-Lucent
	36.300
	0112
	-
	B
	REL-9
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	R2-094066

	R2-094160
	Introduction of position cause for dedicated PRACH allocation
	CATT
	36.300
	0113
	-
	B
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	R2-094072

	R2-094161
	Adding Support for Explicit Congestion Notification
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Huawei, NSN
	36.300
	0114
	-
	B
	REL-9
	LTEimp-Vocoder
	R2-094081

	R2-094162
	Agreements on inbound mobility to CSG
	Motorola
	36.300
	0115
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-094094

	R2-094163
	Alignment to the stage3 specification
	Huawei
	36.300
	0116
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LTE-L23, TEI9
	R2-094114

	R2-094164
	Stage 2 CR on MBMS for LTE agreements of RAN2 #66bis
	Huawei
	36.300
	0117
	-
	B
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-094116

	R2-094165
	Clarification on cell status and cell reservations
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	36.304
	0085
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094062

	R2-094166
	Some clarifications on TS 36.304
	CATT
	36.304
	0086
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-094092, R2-094193

	R2-094167
	Correction to NDI semantics
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.321
	0379
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094043

	R2-094168
	Minor corrections to 36.321
	ASUSTeK
	36.321
	0380
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094044

	R2-094169
	UE behaviour when MBSFN subframe and a configured downlink assignment collide
	Samsung, Huawei
	36.321
	0381
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094048

	R2-094170
	Possible misinterpretation on incrementing RETX_COUNT
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens
	36.322
	0084
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094045

	R2-094171, R2-094613
	Proposed update of the feature grouping
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, DOCOMO, Panasonic
	36.331
	0200
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-093747

	R2-094172
	Clarification on measurement object configuration for serving frequency
	NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic, Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent
	36.331
	0201
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-093964

	R2-094173
	Correction regarding SRVCC
	Samsung
	36.331
	0202
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094037

	R2-094174
	Indication of DRB Release during HO
	CATT
	36.331
	0203
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094056

	R2-094175
	Correction regarding application of dedicated resource configuration upon handover
	Samsung
	36.331
	0204
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094058

	R2-094176
	REL-9 protocol extensions in RRC
	Samsung
	36.331
	0205
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094059

	R2-094177
	In-order delivery of NAS PDUs at RRC connection reconfiguration
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0206
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094089

	R2-094178
	Correction on Threshold of Measurement Event
	CATT
	36.331
	0207
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-094090


Note:
- For 3 CRs of RAN2 #66bis multiple CRs to RAN2 #67 had to be submitted. Therefore 26 in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #66bis led to 29 lines in this table.


- R2-094157 was withdrawn at RAN #67 as MBMS for LTE is only removed from REL-8 and NOT from REL-9.



- For R2-093747 of RAN2 #66bis it is not yet clear what is the RAN2 #67 resubmission. To be solved before approval of this report.
Annex G:
RAN WG2 meeting #66bis post processing

Email discussions/approvals
Rapporteur companies are requested to kick-off email discussions as soon as possible via the RAN2 email reflector. Important: In the beginning of the subject of each email the corresponding identifier [...] of the email discussion has to be used in order to allow sorting of the different email discussions.

identifier:


[66b#1]
topic:



Stage 2 update TS 36.305 for LCS for LTE to cover all positioning agreements from 






RAN2#66bis and to inform esp. RAN3 and SA2 by LS about the RAN2 status
WI:



REL-9 WI LCS_LTE
related to:

R2-094098
TS 36.305 v1.0.2 covering agreements of RAN2 #66bis
Qualcomm
TS






36.305
rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


R2-094097
TS 36.305 v1.1.0 covering agreements of RAN2 #66bis
Qualcomm
TS






36.305,






R2-094099
LS on Architecture and work split for positioning in LTE (to: RAN3, SA2, CT1; 




cc: CT4; contact: Qualcomm) which includes attachment R2-094097.
deadline:


Wed 08.07.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Thu 09.07.2009 9am CEST.





Note: SA2 has its meeting this week in Sophia Antipolis (France).

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Nathan Tenny (Qualcomm) already on 03.07.2009.






R2-094097 TS 36.305 v1.1.0 and LS R2-094099 were agreed on 10.07.2009 morning 






CEST. Email discussion is closed.

identifier:


[66b#2]
topic:



Email discussion to capture all RAN2 #66bis agreements on LTE Advanced in a TP to






TR 36.912, based on latest agreed version of RAN1.
WI:



REL-9 SI FS_RAN_LTEA
related to:

R2-093694
TP to 36.912 on Relays and Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks 




(Rapporteur)
TP
36.912
rapporteur:

NSN
output:


R2-094083
TP to 36.912 on Relays and Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks 




(Rapporteur)
TP
36.912
deadline:


Fri 10.07.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 11.07.2009 9am CEST.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Benoist Sebire (NSN) on 06.07.2009.






TP R2-094083 was agreed on Fri 10.07.2009. Email discussion is closed.

All remaining email discussions indicated below have as deadline the Friday before the submission deadline, i.e. August 14 midnight Pacific time:

identifier:


[66b#3]
topic:



UMTSLTE: Early support of UMTS->LTE mobility.






Continuation of previous email discussion [66#33], with focus on Rel-7 ASN.1 impact.






Discussion on other aspects should also be continued.





At least one output should be this draft 25.331 Rel-7 CR.





Also impact on LTE Rel-8 (if any) should be identified with highest priority.
WI:



REL-8 LTE-L23
related to:

agenda item 2.3 and 4.1.1;





R2-093766
Report of email discussion [66#33] on early support for UMTS->LTE inter-RAT 




mobility
Qualcomm Europe
Report

rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


draft 25.331 REL-7 CR and email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Etienne Champonniere (Qualcomm) on 09.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in 2 parts (discussion part R2-094548 on 23.08.09, 




consensus part R2-094547 ).





Corresponding CRs to 25.306, 25.331 and 25.321 see R2-094549 to R2-094554.
identifier:


[66b#4]
topic:



UMTSLTE: Inbound CSG mobility from UMTS (follow-up to email discussion [66#8])





Continued email discussion on inbound mobility from UMTS cell with scope as indicated in 




R2-094091, taken also received comments during R2-094091 discussion into account.





Main topics:






• Triggering of handover evaluation






• System Information reading and Preliminary Access checking






It might e.g. be good if we could come to a flow chart (see R2-093969) for each of the 8 





cases that are still considered (intraf-/interf, scheduled gaps/autonomous gaps, to 







CSG/Hybrid).
WI:



REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
related to:

R2-093952
[66#8] LTE-UMTS: Inbound mobility  to CSG cell from UMTS cell
Qualcomm 




Europe
Report;






R2-093969
HeNB inbound handover for Rel-9 UE
NTT DOCOMO
Disc






R2-094091
Proposed way forward for H(e)NB inbound mobility
Motorola
Disc
rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Andrej Radulescu (Qualcomm) on 28.07.2009.





Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094820 on 19.08.2009.
identifier:


[66b#5]
topic:



UMTSLTE: Inbound CSG mobility from LTE (follow-up to email discussion [66#9])





Same as [66b#4], but now for mobility from LTE cell.

WI:



REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
related to:

R2-093920
[66#9] LTE-UMTS: Inbound mobility to CSG cell from LTE cell
Motorola






Report
rapporteur:

Motorola
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Narasimha Murali (Motorola) on 22.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094632 on 19.08.2009.not yet kicked off.
identifier:


[66b#6]
topic:



UMTSLTE: Hybrid cells





Attempt to answer remaining open issues specific for hybrid cells. E.g.:






-
do we have sufficient motivation for introduction of Hybrid PCI/PSC range signalling, or 





would another type of indication be more beneficial (see R2-093795), or is nothing 







needed in addition to what we have agreed already?






-
other hybrid-specific issues can also be discussed as part of this email discussion.
WI:



REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
related to:

agenda item 4.2.1.2,





R2-093948
PSC/PCI Split for hybrid cells
Qualcomm Europe, Vodafone, Telecom Italia, 




Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei, Samsung, InterDigital, Airvana
Disc





R2-093795
Hybrid cell indicator in UTRAN to save UE battery
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Damanjit Singh (Qualcomm) on 16.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094808 on 19.08.2009.
identifier:


[66b#7]
topic:



UMTSLTE: Minimisation of drive tests (follow-up to email discussion [66#7])





Discuss whether there are other measurements which are essential to be part of a first set of 




measurements for minimisation of drive tests.

WI:



REL-9 FS_NGN_min_drive-tests
related to:

agenda item 4.2.2,





R2-094069
TP to 36.805 for measurement logs for MDT
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.805,





R2-094117
TR 36.805 v1.0.1
Qualcomm Europe
TR
36.805

rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Masato Kitazoe (Qualcomm) on 13.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094291 on 18.08.2009.





Further comments were given by Motorola afterwards.
identifier:


[66b#8]
topic:



LTE: Stage-2 positioning for LTE (follow-up to email discussion [66#15])





Email discussion trying to finalise remaining issues on positioning stage-2.





E.g. Is there a need for the UE to know the SMLC positioning capabilities?
WI:



REL-9 LCS_LTE
related to:

agenda item 6.1,





R2-093858
Need for indication of E-SMLC capabilities
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


TP to TS 36.305 or email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Nathan Tenny (Qualcomm) on 14.07.2008.






Samsung also provided also a draft Tdoc to this discussion.





Email discussion summary R2-094409 was provided on ??.08.2009.
identifier:


[66b#9]
topic:



LTE: LPP protocol specification (follow-up to email discussion [66#16])





Email discussion trying to come to a first contents of the LPP stage-3 specification.





Aspects that could e.g. be discussed are:






-
format of the specification (do we re-use conventions/style/structure of 36.331 ?)






-
specification structure






-
abstraction level






-
contents for some initial sections ?

WI:



REL-9 LCS_LTE
related to:

agenda item 6.1,






R2-093862
Initial proposed contents for stage 3 LPP specification
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
rapporteur:

Qualcomm
output:


stage 3 LPP specification proposal or email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Nathan Tenny (Qualcomm) on 14.07.2008.






R2-094403 contents was presented for discussion and did not attract any objections or 





particular endorsements. No email discussion summary provided due to limited progress.
identifier:


[66b#10]
topic:



LTE: Stage-3 IMS Emergency calls over LTE





Email discussion on remaining emergency call issues





(e.g. is there a need to pass the emergency indicator to higher layers, UE behaviour when 




emergency calls are not supported, UTRAN->EUTRAN handover support)





as well as review of available stage-3 CRs.
WI:



REL-9 IMS_EMER_LTE
related to:

agenda item 6.2,





R2-093820
Emergency Support Indicator (Alt#1) in BCCH
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331





R2-093822
Null Integrity Protection Algorithm
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331





R2-093824
IMS emergency call when UE camps on acceptable cell
Alcatel-Lucent
CR




36.304





R2-093882
UE behavior related to IMS emergency call
ZTE
CR
36.304

rapporteur:

Alcatel-Lucent
output:


stage 3 CRs or email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Seau Sean Lim (Alcatel-Lucent) on 14.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094561 on 19.08.2009 due to late 







comments.
identifier:


[66b#11]
topic:



LTE: MBMS Control Plane (follow-up to email discussion [66#19])





Email discussion to progress any remaining MBMS control plane  issue, e.g.:






- how to specify the MSAP for a specific MCH (see R2-093702, R2-093833, R2-093895)?






- how to specify the MCCH subframes on BCCH (see e.g. R2-093774)?






- QOS handling for MCCH (e.g. specific QOS for MCCH, or only one QOS on that MCH)?






- ASN.1 structure aspects

WI:



REL-9 MBMS_LTE
related to:

agenda item 6.3.2,





R2-093831
E-mail discussion on eMBMS control plane details (66#19)
Samsung 






(Rapporteur)
Report






R2-093702
MSAP signalling design
CATT
Disc






R2-093833
Further eMBMS control plane details
Samsung
Disc






R2-093895
MSAP configuration
ZTE
Disc





R2-093774
Two steps to find MCCH
Huawei
Disc

rapporteur:

Samsung
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Himke van der Velde (Samsung) on 09.07.2009.






Final email discussion summary was provided in R2-094972 on 19.08.2009 due to late 





comments.
identifier:


[66b#12]
topic:



LTE: MBMS User Plane (follow-up to email discussion [66#20])





Email discussion to progress any remaining MBMS user plane issue, e.g.:






- do we need to extend the LCID space ? If so how ?






- contents/format of the dynamic scheduling MAC CE






- is there a problem with the PDCCH common search space w.r.t. the notification ?

WI:



REL-9 MBMS_LTE
related to:

agenda item 6.3.3,





R2-093784
Report of email discussion on MBMS user plane details [66#20]
Huawei






Report

rapporteur:

Huawei
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Arnaud Meylan (Huawei) on 12.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094435 on ??.08.2009.
identifier:


[66b#13]
topic:



LTE: Improvement of RLF timer handling





How to improve RLF timer handling in Rel-9 (see R2-093802)?
WI:



REL-9 LTE-L23, TEI9
related to:

R2-093802
Per-QCI radio link failure timers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Alcatel-Lucent, 




Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
rapporteur:

Ericsson
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Janne Peisa (Ericsson) on 07.07.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094511 on ??.08.2009.
identifier:


[66b#14]
topic:



LTE: TR capturing Relay alternatives (follow-up to email discussion [66#22])





Come to an internal TR which captures the different discussed alternatives. All alternatives 




1,2,3,4 should be captured.

WI:



REL-9 FS_RAN_LTEA
related to:

agenda item 7.4,





R2-093972
Report of email discussion [66#22] on Relay architecture
NTT DOCOMO (email 




rapporteur)
Report






R2-093973
Way forward for relay architecture discussion
NTT DOCOMO (email 






rapporteur)
Report
rapporteur:

Ericsson
output:


Internal TR proposal for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Magnus Lindström (Ericsson) on 15.08.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094822 on 18.08.2009.
identifier:


[66b#15]
topic:



LTE: One description of Relay alternative 4





Email discussion to come to one description for Relay alternative 4. The output of this email 




discussion should be included in the internal TR (see [66b#14]).
WI:



REL-9 FS_RAN_LTEA
related to:

R2-093972
Report of email discussion [66#22] on Relay architecture
NTT DOCOMO (email 




rapporteur)
Report






R2-093935
Relay Architecture
Huawei
Disc
rapporteur:

Huawei
output:


Email discussion summary for RAN2 #67
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Johan Johansson (Huawei) on 12.08.2009.






Email discussion summary was provided in R2-094798 on 18.08.2009
identifier:


[66b#16]
topic:



LTE: Potential problems related to NDI handling at RACH access





Although no responsible is allocated, this email discussion number can be used to discuss 




any potential problems remaining after the in principle agreed R2-094043.
WI:



REL-8 LTE-L23
related to:

R2-094043
Correction to NDI semantics
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
rapporteur:

None
output:


None (companies can bring Tdocs to RAN2 #67 if needed)
deadline:


Fri 14.08.2009 midnight Pacific time i.e. Sat 15.08.2009 9am CEST.

conclusion:

None
Annex H:
History

	Document history

	Date
	TSG RAN WG2 Tdoc
	Subject

	23.06.2009
	-
	Skeleton report for RAN WG2 #66bis provided before the meeting.

	24.06.2009
	
	Updated skeleton report for RAN WG2 #66bis provided before the meeting.

	26.06.2009
	-
	Final updated skeleton report for RAN WG2 #66bis provided before the meeting.

	10.07.2009
	-
	Draft report v0.1 after RAN2 #66bis

	21.08.2009
	R2-094121
	Draft report of RAN2 #66bis (v1.0) as input to RAN2 #67
(revision marks show differences compared to v0.1)

	
	
	

	Author:

Dr. Joern Krause
(3GPP TSG RAN WG2 MCC Support)





ETSI Mobile Competence Centre (MCC)




Tel.

+33-492-94 4261




email:
Joern.Krause@etsi.org








