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Jeju, Korea
Duration:







Monday 26.03.2012 - Friday 30.03.2012
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Samsung
TSG RAN WG2 Chairman:


Henning Wiemann (Ericsson)



email: henning.wiemann@ericsson.com
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email: 
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Technical documents:



ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_77bis/Docs
Ad hocs:








Parallel ad hoc held (see agenda item 2.1) on









-
UTRA (see agenda items 8-11, Tue - Fri noon): chaired by Simone Provvedi








-
LTE CA enh. UP session (see agenda items 8-11, Thu morning), chaired by 









SeungJune Yi
No joint ad hocs with other WGs were held.
next meetings:





TSG RAN WG2 #78,

21.05. - 25.05.2012
Prague, Czech Republic










TSG RAN #56,



13.06. - 15.06.2012
Ljubljana, Slovenia










TSG RAN WG2 #79,

13.08. - 17.08.2012
Tsing Tao, China
Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #77bis was held in Jeju, Korea, hosted by Samsung and co-located with RAN1 and RAN4. This RAN WG2 meeting had 2 parallel sessions: UTRA session (see agenda items 8-11; Tue - Fri noon) and LTE CA enhance-ments UP session (see agenda items 7.1.2.4 and 7.1.3 and Annex G; Thu morning) . All other topics were treated in the main session.
· 209 participants (registered before the meeting: 246).
· 930 Tdocs allocated with 834 available contributions.
· 27 incoming liaison statements (3 on UTRA, 5 on LTE; and 19 on joint aspects): all of them were treated.
· 10 outgoing liaison statements (2 on UTRA, 2 on LTE; and 6 on joint aspects), 2 of them to be agreed by email.
· 26 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #77bis (see Annex F).
· REL-11 WI Core part: LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancements (AI 7.1): Agreements are captured in "running/working" 36.300 REL-11 CR R2-121899 and "running/working" 36.321 REL-11 CR R2-121988which were in principle agreed by email in [77bis#03] and [77bis#04], respectively.
Also one LS was sent to RAN1 and RAN4 reporting the status on CA enhancements.
· REL-11 WI Core part: LTE RAN Enhancements for Diverse Data Applications (see AI 7.2): TR 36.822 v0.4.0 R2-121976 was agreed capturing RAN2 #77bis agreements. Further email discussions were scheduled until RAN2 #78: [77bis#05] on TP regarding R2-121613, [77bis#25] on assistance information and [77bis#26] on L1 UL control signalling.
· REL-11 WI Core part: Service continuity improvements for MBMS for LTE (see AI 7.3): Agreements are captured in "running/working" 36.300 REL-11 CR R2-121900 which was in principle agreed by email [77bis#07].

· REL-11 WI Core Part: Network-Based Positioning Support for LTE (see AI 7.4): LS R2-121954 on Uplink Positioning Reset Procedure was sent to RAN3 reporting some agreements and asking for a stage 2 text proposal.
· REL-11 RAN1 WI Core part: Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE (see AI 7.5): Only a few Tdocs treated.

· REL-11 WI Core part: Signaling and procedure for interference avoidance for in-device coexistence (see AI 7.6): Agreements are captured in "running/working" 36.300 REL-11 CR R2-121968 which was in principle agreed by email [77bis#08].

· REL-11 SI Study on HetNet mobility enhancements for LTE (see AI 7.10): 3 email discussions were scheduled until RAN2 #78: [77bis#30] on a TR 36.839 v0.5.1 to capture agreements, [77bis#31] on interfrequency HetNet and [77bis#32] on evaluation of benefits of Mobility State Estimation enhancements.

· REL-11 WI Core Part: Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH (see AI 10.1): Email discussion [77bis#33] until RAN2 #78 to capture agreements in running CRs to 25.308 and 25.319 and potentially further CRs.
· REL-11 WI Core Part: HSDPA Multiflow Data Transmission (see AI 10.3): Email discussion [77bis#34] until RAN2 #78 to capture agreements in running CRs to 25.302, 25.306 and 25.308 and potentially further CRs.
· REL-11 WI Core Part: RAN overload control for Machine-Type Communications (AI 5.1, 7.7, 10.2): A few agreements on EAB information update procedure and SIB design for EAB (Extended Access Barring). LS sent to CT1 on NAS/AS interaction for EAB in R2-121986. Email discussion [77bis#20] until RAN2 #78 to prepare running EAB stage 3 CRs.
· REL-11 WI Core part: Enhancement of Minimization of Drive Tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN (AI 5.2, 10.4): Agreements are captured in "running/working" 37.320 REL-11 CR R2-121898 which was in principle agreed by email [77bis#02]. 2 LSs sent to RAN3 about UL power headroom for MDT (R2-121982) and multi-PLMN Logged MDT and RLF reporting (R2-121983). Email discussion [77bis#21] until RAN2 #78 on Scheduled IP Throughput Measurement scope.
· Among 223 change requests (CRs) in total: 75 CRs (52 CRs for UTRA 25.xxx/34.xxx specs, 22 CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, 1 CR for joint 37.xxx specs) were agreed in principle (41 of the 75 implicitly). They will be (re)submitted to RAN2 #78 for final agreement.
In addition one technically endorsed CR R2-121876 to RAN3 TS 25.484.
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 Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) opened the meeting RAN WG2 #77bis on Monday morning 26.03.2012 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host, Samsung, Jeong Kyeongin welcomed the delegates to Jeju, Korea and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms in Shilla hotel:
Main RAN2 room:



Lotus 1/2 (partly with Lotus 3) (floor 3),

planned for 220 participants, Mon-Fri

RAN2 LTE UP ad hoc room:
Lotus 3 (floor 3),








planned for 80 participants, Wed-Thu

RAN2 UTRA ad hoc room:

Rose (floor 3),








planned for 50 participants, 
Tue-Fri noon
also in Shilla hotel (floor 5):

RAN1
in Hyatt hotel:




RAN4
1.1
Call for IPR

Henning Wiemann (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

RAN2 chairman: THANK YOU to companies that request TDoc numbers and submit contributions early before deadline (really appreciated). Will start to refrain from treating late documents.

2.1
Approval of the agenda

R2-121060
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #77bis, Jeju, Korea, 26.03.-30.03.2012; Ericsson (RAN2 chairman); Agenda; 

=>
Agenda is agreed
Time-schedule is only indicative (i.e. topics might move forward/backward!):

	Schedule
	Main room
	LTE UP room
	UMTS room

	Mon 09:00 ->
	[2],[3],[4],

EAB [5.1],

MDT [5.2]
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Tue 08:30 -> 10:30
	MDT [5.2] 

Joint Other WIs [5.4]
Joint TEI11 [5.3]
	
	

	Tue 11:00 -> 
	LTE Rel-8/9/10 [6]
	
	Rel-789 [8] non-TDD

Rel-10 [9]

	
	
	
	

	Wed 08:30 -> 18:45
	CA [7.1]

EDDA [7.2]
	
	Rel-789 [8] TDD

Rel-10 [9] continuation

MDT [10.4]

FE FACH [10.1]

	
	 
	
	

	Thu 8:30 -> 12:30
	NBP [7.4]

HetNet Mob [7.10]
	CA UP stage-3 [7.1.2.4]
	Comebacks

[10.3] Mflow

	Thu 14:00 ->
	Combacks

IDC [7.6]
MBMS [7.3]
	
	Comebacks

[10.3] Mflow

[10.5] Other Rel-11 WI
[10.6] Other Rel11 SI

[10.7] TEI11

	
	
	
	

	Fri 8:30 ->
	Combacks

feICIC [7.5]
Other (DL CoMP) [7.9]

LTE TEI11 [7.8]
	
	Comebacks and leftovers
[10.5] Other Rel-11 WI
[10.6] Other Rel11 SI

[10.7] TEI11

	Fri: lunch -> until 5PM
	Left-overs, Comebacks, [12][13][14]
	
	


2.2
Approval of the report of the previous meeting

R2-121061
Draft report of RAN2 #77, Dresden, Germany, 06.02.-10.02.2012; ETSI MCC; Report; 
=>
CBF: Approval of report from RAN2-77
=>
Final version is agreed in R2-121973
2.3
Reporting from other meetings

RAN-55 (Xiamen):
WIs/SIs:

New RAN1 Work Item on “Additional special subframe configuration for LTE TDD”, RP-120384, Rel-11 => Will have some impact on RAN2 signalling

No other RAN1/RAN2 WIs/SIs were approved at RAN-55 due to high work load in both groups. 

New RAN3 Study on “LTE-HRPD inter RAT SON”, REL-11, RP-120380 => Very limited impact to RAN2 if any.

New RAN4 and RAN5 WIs/SIs are not expected to have an impact on RAN2

FGI/Capabilities:

Remaining open issues for FDD/TDD capability split were resolved at RAN-55 for Rel-8/9 (CRs in RP-120355 and RP-120356). Rel-10 capabilities are supposed to be finalized at RAN-56. 

RAN-55 agreed that RAN2 should from now on discuss all FGI related aspects (including IOT).

LTE carrier aggregation bandwidth combinations:

Topic will be further discussed at RAN4 first and RAN4 will inform RAN2 so that a decision can be made at RAN#56. The need for CRs will depend on the outcome of these discussions.

Mobility from CELL_FACH to GERAN:

In RAN2, no operator interest in mobility to GERAN for this WI was identified and therefore RAN2 asked RAN for further guidance (RP-120015). At RAN#55, some operator interest in the mobility from CELL_FACH to lower priority GERAN was identified and it was concluded that operators who have interest in this feature should provide input to RAN2.

Low-cost MTC

RAN1 continues SI and sends status LS to RAN2/RAN4 (cc: RAN). SI is on hold in RAN2/RAN4 until June 2012

SA-55 (Xiamen):
(Copied from RAN chairman’s report)

Rel-11 planning:

Stage 1 was frozen in September 2011 without exceptions (unchanged)

Stage 2 was frozen in March 2012 without exceptions

Stage 3 freezing target September 2012 (unchanged)

RAN ASN.1 and equivalent CT formal interface specification freeze 3 months after freezing Stage 3. (unchanged)

Rel-12 planning:

Stage 1 tentative freezing target March 2013 (at the earliest)

Stage 2/3 freezing target tbd (RAN June 2012 Workshop input needed)

ITU matters:

A review of the full material required for Rev.11 of ITU-R M.1457 will be held on the SA plenary mail reflector. SA approved the LS to PCG on handling Rev.1 of ITU-R M.2012 in SP-120178 and also approved the LS on Channelization scenarios for public protection and disaster relief operations in SP-120179.

ETWS/PWS security:

SA approved removal of PWS security requirements from Rel-8 onward, including an alignment of ETWS, in SP-120172.
Study on proximity-based services (D2D-related)

SA concluded that SA1 should focus this study on LTE

Other

Updated CR cover sheet approved by SA (SP-120115)

New WI template not approved by SA, further discussion is needed

2.4
Other

2.4.1
Rapporteur changes

No changes.
2.4.2
Planning

For information: Main open Rel-11 WIs/SIs with RAN2 responsible for certain output to a certain RAN meeting are shown in the following table.
	Main RAN2 related WI/SIs
	RAN Tdoc
	Lead WG
	WI or SI
	RAN2 Agenda
	Expected delivery to RAN
	Remarks

	UMTS + LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RAN overload control for Machine-Type Communications
	RP-111373
	2
	WI
	5.1/ 7.7/10.3
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#56
	WI approved at RAN#53

	Enhancement of Minimization of Drive Tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN
	RP-120277
	2
	WI
	5.2
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#57
	WID updated at RAN#55 (new target date)

	UMTS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH
	RP-111321
	2
	WI
	10.1
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#56
	WID updated at RAN#53

	HSDPA multi-flow transmission
	RP-111375
	2
	WI
	10.4
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#57 
	WI approved at RAN#53

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CA enhancements
	RP-111749
	1
	WI
	7.1
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#57
	

	Enhancements for diverse data applications
	RP-120256
	2
	WI
	7.2
	TR36.822 at RAN#56 

Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#57
	WID updated at RAN#55 (new target date)

	Service continuity improvements for MBMS for LTE
	RP-120258
	2
	WI
	7.3
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#56
	WID updated at RAN#55 (new target date)

	Network-Based positioning Support for LTE 
	RP-101446
	2
	WI
	7.4
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#56
	

	Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE
	RP-111369
	1
	WI
	7.5
	All CRs: RAN#56
	WID updated at RAN#53 (second priority aspects postponed to March)

	Signalling and procedure for interference avoidance for in-device coexistence
	RP-111355
	2
	WI
	7.6
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#56

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#57
	WI approved at RAN#53

	Study on HetNet mobility improvements enhancements for LTE
	RP-110709
	2
	SI
	7.10
	TR 36.839 to RAN for approval RAN#57
	Extended to Sep. 2012


3
Incoming liaisons

3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance

EAB

R2-121067
Reply LS to R2-116525 on Extended Access Barring (C1-120907; contact: NSN); CT1; LSin; LS05; to: RAN2; REL-11; SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core; 

=>
Noted, see R2-121356; draft LS answer from Huawei available in R2-121356 (final LS answer in R2-121986)
R2-121083
LS on EAB for network sharing (S2-121100; contact: Huawei); SA2; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; TEI11; 

· LG understands that EAB can also be used for RAN overload control. Huawei agrees that it can be used for CN and RAN overload. 

=>
Noted
MDT

R2-121075
LS response to R2-115642 of MDT UL Coverage Use Case (R1-120923; contact: Huawei); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core; 

=>
Noted
R2-121086
LS on MDT and relaxation of country restriction (S3-120232; contact: TeliaSonera); SA3; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-10; MDT_UMTSLTE-Core; 

=>
Noted
H(e)NB

R2-121062
Reply LS to GP-111889 = R2-120009 on issues on inbound CSG mobility failure (C1-120479; contact: Huawei); CT1; LSin; LS01; cc: RAN2; REL-9; EHNB-GERAN; 

=>
Noted
R2-121068
Reply LS to GP-111889 = R2-120009 on issues on Inbound CSG Mobility Failure (C4-120581; contact: Huawei); CT4; LSin; LS01; cc: RAN2; REL-9; EHNB-GERAN; 

=>
Noted
R2-121072
Reply LS to C1-120479 = R2-121062 and C4-120581 = R2-121068 on issues on inbound CSG mobility failure (GP-120443; contact: Huawei); GERAN2; LSin; LS01; cc: RAN2; REL-9; EHNB-GERAN; 

=>
Noted
R2-121082
LS requesting clarification of whether the UE’s Whitelist is updated after Manual Selection to Hybrid CSG Cell (R5-120761; contact: Intel); RAN5; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-9; EHNB-RAN2; 

=>
Noted

R2-121080
LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs (R3-120452; contact: NSN); RAN3; LSin; LS03; to: RAN2; 2 draft LS answers available in R2-121298 and R2-121503; REL-11; FS_EHNB_enh; 

=>
Will discuss in the UTRAN session and draft a response LS. Finally draft LS R2-121892 discussed by email [77bis#00], final LS answer in R2-121897.
PWS

R2-121066
LS on re-documentation and alignment of PWS (C1-120900; contact: Ericsson); CT1; LSin; LS02; to: RAN2;; note: ETWS was introduced in REL-8; PWS was introduced in REL-9 WI but PWS is also considered to be a more general term; REL-9 WI PWS_RAN was only addressing LTE (and it actually introduced CMAS), PWS is in general also addressing UTRA & GERAN; REL-8; ETWS; 

=>
Will be discussed in AI4. Will send a response after deciding what we do.
LS reply R2-121958 is drafted by ST-Ericsson; but finally LS answer was postponed
R2-121069
Reply LS to C1-120900 = R2-121066 on re-documentation and alignments of PWS (GP-120301; contact: Ericsson); GERAN2; LSin; LS02; cc: RAN2; REL-8; ETWS; 

=>
Noted

R2-121087
LS on PWS Requirements for UEs in Limited Service State (S3-120241; contact: Ericsson); SA3; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; PWS_Sec; 

=>
Noted
CSFB

R2-121073
Reply LS to R3-120373 = R2-121027 on CSFB awareness in UMTS and GERAN (GP-120450; contact: Vodafone); GERAN2; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; TEI11; 

=>
We will discuss this in AI5.3 and decide what to respond.


Finally the LS answer was postponed

SRVCC

SRVCC Capabilities:

R2-121084
LS on UE AS capability request over S1 (S2-121158; contact: Ericsson); SA2; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-9; TEI9; 

=>
Noted

rSR-VCC:
R2-121065
LS on structure of "IP address/ports and selected codec for the IMS media anchoring" in CS to PS SRVCC (C1-120827; contact: Ericsson); CT1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; rSRVCC-CT; 

=>
Noted
R2-121085
Reply LS to GP-111900 on agreements on SRVCC from CS to PS (S2-121160; contact: ZTE); SA2; LSin; cc: RAN2;; note: GP-111900 was not provided to RAN2; REL-11; rSRVCC; 

=>
Noted
R2-121071
LS on Reverse SRVCC from UTRAN/GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA (GP-120442; contact: ZTE); GERAN2; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; rSRVCC; 

=>
Noted
R2-121079
LS on Capability Indicator for SRVCC from UTRAN/GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA (R3-120451; contact: Huawei); RAN3; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; rSRVCC-RAN_UTRA; 

=>
Noted
Other

R2-121070
Response to LS R2-121051 on Clarification to the handling of the RRC container during inter-RAT handover (GP-120440; contact: ZTE); GERAN2; LSin; LS07; to: RAN2; REL-10; GELTE; 

=>
Noted
3.2
LTE relevance

CA

R2-121078
LS on simultaneous transmission of PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS for multiple TA (R1-120946; contact: Panasonic); RAN1; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; LTE_CA_enh-Core; 

=>
Noted

R2-121985
Reply LS on simultaneous transmission of PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS for multiple TA; from RAN4 to RAN1; cc RAN2
[late] received on Fri of RAN2 #77bis
=>
Noted
CoMP

R2-121077
LS on CSI-RS based measurement for CoMP (R1-120929; contact: Samsung); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 

=>
Will be discussed in AI7.9. Will decide whether we need to send an LS.
Finally no reply LS was sent (will wait for RAN1).
feICIC

R2-121076
LS on feICIC (R1-120927; contact: Qualcomm); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; eICIC_enh_LTE-Core; 

· LG wonders what is referred to as Rel-10. QC understands that no further signaling is required in Rel-11 for Cell Detection. NSN wonders what the reason for the LS is if nothing is needed from RAN2. QC thinks that this is to clarify the LS sent to RAN2-77 since that one left it open whether additional signaling will be needed. 

=>
Noted
Other

R2-121063
LS on RR failures and network reselection (C1-120546; contact: Alcatel-Lucent); CT1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; SAES2; 

-
Related document will be treated later. 

=>
Will decide after discussion in AI5.3 what to respond.
Finally, the topic is addressed in email discussion [77bis#24] and an LS answer is postponed to RAN2 #78. See also [77bis#24].
3.3
UMTS relevance

UL TX Div

R2-121074
LS on Summary of RAN1 agreements on Closed Loop Transmit Diversity (R1-120859; contact: Qualcomm); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core; 

=>
Will be discussed in the UTRAN session. Can decide whether/what to respond.

=>
Noted

R2-121081
LS on battery impact due to CLTD (R4-121114; contact: Qualcomm); RAN4; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core; 

=>
Will be discussed in the UTRAN session. Can decide whether/what to respond.

=>
Noted
Other

R2-121064
Reply LS to R2-115643 on stage 3 for modification of security context storage rate on the UICC (C1-120658; contact: NSN); CT1; LSin; LS04; to: RAN2; REL-11; Sec11; 

=>
Will be discussed in the UTRAN session. Can decide what to respond.

=>
Noted, finally LS answer was postponed to RAN2 #78
4
UMTS/LTE joint: Rel-10 and earlier releases

Contributions submitted under this agenda item will be handled in a joint UMTS/LTE session.

E.g. New capabilities forVoHSPA as requested by SA2 in LS R2-121026 (RAN2-77); Invalidating ETWS with security feature in RRC for Rel-8, Rel-9 and Rel-10; …

VoIP Continuity

Related to SA2 LSs in R2-121026 (RAN2-77) and R2-121084 (RAN2-77bis)

R2-121113
VoLTE and VoHSPA capability indication; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; REL-9; TEI9; 

-
Vodafone wonders whether we need to differentiate between UTRAN PS DCH and UTRAN HS. NSN thinks we don’t need to distinguish. 

Proposal 1: 

-
QC would prefer to stick to the LS and explicitly mention Handover. DT would support the NSN proposal. 

-
Furthermore, QC wants to split it into UTRA FDD and UTRA TDD. Huawei thinks we should discuss this separately. 

-
NSN isn’t sure what SA2 really discussed but thinks that FGI8 indicates already handover and can distinguish between FDD and TDD on LTE. Huawei supports NSN. Samsung supports this as well. QC thinks that the procedure for HO of PS Voice is different from HO of other PS services. 

-
Samsung thinks that we agreed not to split FGI3 and 7. Therefore, no need to split here. 

Proposal 2: 

-
Samsung is not convinced that a UE supporting VoHS always supports VoLTE. Samsung would prefer a separate indication for VoLTE in UTRAN. QC agrees with Samsung. NSN is aware that there are different GSMA profiles but this was discussed in SA2 and agreed that no separate capability is needed. But we could ask SA2 anyway. LG agrees with Samsung. Vodafone thinks a UE would always support VoLTE if it supports VoHS. Huawei sees a benefit to introduce a dedicated capability. DT agrees with Vodafone and sees no use case for introducing VoHS without VoLTE. 

-
Samsung wonders whether we also need a VoLTE indication in E-UTRAN capabilities. NSN wonders what the eNB would do with that knowledge. 

-
After some offline discussions QC indicates that there are some companies that would like to be able to distinguish UTRA FDD and UTRA TDD. Panasonic supports splitting UTRA FDD/TDD. Renesas agrees as well. Samsung wonders what the motivation would be. Broadcom supports the UTRAN FDD/TDD split. Renesas thinks that UTRA FDD and TDD are quite different. Samsung does not see much difference with respect to PS HO.

-
NSN would suggest to limit “Voice over UTRA PS” to FDD. Renesas would also be OK with this approach. DT this would implicitly be a split of UTRAN FDD/TDD. NSN thinks the problem could only occur for UTRAN FDD/TDD dual mode terminals. 

=>
Discuss offline whether separate VoLTE indications are needed in E-UTRAN and UTRA capabilities. 

=>
Discuss offline whether we split the the UTRA related capabilities and/or FGI8 to distinguish UTRA FDD/TDD.
=>
We will decide after offline discussion whether to send another LS to SA2 asking e.g. whether we should introduce a separate capability indicator for “VoLTE” to the UTRAN capabilities or whether a UE supporting HS and LTE as well as VoHS implicitly supports VoLTE according to GSMA profile
=>
Offline discussion handled by QC on VoLTE and VoHSPA capability indication (see CRs in R2-121963, R2-121964, R2-121965, R2-121966)
See R2-121962 and email discussion [77bis#01].
Proposal 3:

-
LG thinks that the eNB could decide based on UMTS coverage knowledge. NSN thinks that the eNB cannot know and there is a risk of call drop. DT supports the NSN proposal.
	Agreements:
1
We add “Voice over UTRA PS” support capability (i.e, according to GSMA IR.58 VoHSPA profile) in E-UTRA capability. (FGI8 indicates whether PS handover is supported. FGI8 is allowed to split between LTE FDD/TDD). 

2
We add “Voice over UTRA PS” Support, “SRVCC support from UTRA to UTRA” and “SRVCC support from UTRA to GERAN” in the UTRA capability. FFS whether we need a dedicated “Voice over LTE” support indication (pending reply from SA2).

3
We add “SRVCC support from UTRA to UTRA” and “SRVCC support from UTRA to GERAN” to E-UTRA AS capabilities.

4
We will apply the changes from Rel-9 onwards.

5
We will remove the reference to “Voice domain preference for E-UTRA” and change the VoLTE definition to: “In Table B.1-1, a 'VoLTE capable UE' corresponds to a UE which is IMS voice capable”.


R2-121391
New capability information for VoHSPA and VoLTE; Samsung; Disc; related to the LSin R2-121026; REL-10; TEI10;

not treated
CRs:

R2-121114
Voice support Capabilities; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 25.331; F; Based on LS S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;

revised in R2-121978
R2-121978
Voice support Capabilities
Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
25.331

F
REL-9
TEI9
not treated
R2-121115
Voice support Capabilities; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; Based on LS S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9; 

revised in R2-121979
R2-121979
Voice support Capabilities
Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.331

F

REL-9

TEI9
withdrawn
R2-121199
Voice support Capabilities; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 25.306; F; Based on the agreement in S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;

revised in R2-121980
R2-121980
Voice support Capabilities
Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
25.306

F
REL-9

TEI9
not treated
R2-121200
Voice support Capabilities; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.306; F; Based on the agreement in S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;

revised in R2-121980
R2-121981
Voice support Capabilities
Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.306

F
REL-9
TEI9
not treated

R2-121379
VoIP continuity between LTE and UMTS; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; Related to the LS R2-121026/S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;
revised in R2-121963
R2-121963
VoIP continuity between LTE and UMTS; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; Related to the LS R2-121026/S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;
withdrawn
R2-121380
VoIP continuity between LTE and UMTS; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.306; F; Related to the LS R2-121026/S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;
revised in R2-121964
R2-121964
VoIP continuity between LTE and UMTS; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.306; F; Related to the LS R2-121026/S2-121016; REL-9; TEI9;
withdrawn
R2-121735
Voice over PS continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.306; F; REL-9; TEI9;

revised in R2-121845
R2-121845
Voice over PS continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.306; F; REL-9; TEI9;
revised in R2-121965
R2-121965
Voice over PS continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.306; F; REL-9; TEI9;

withdrawn
R2-121736
Voice over PS continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.331; F; REL-9; TEI9;

revised in R2-121846
R2-121846
Voice over PS continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.331; F; REL-9; TEI9;
revised in R2-121966
R2-121966
Voice over PS continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.331; F; REL-9; TEI9;
withdrawn
vSR-VCC

Follow-up of CT1-SA2-RAN2 joint meeting in San Francisco

R2-121116
SR-VCC radio bearer combination; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 25.331; F; Based on the agreement in joint meeting in San Francisco (The solution in R2-115942 was agreed in the joint meeting); REL-10; RANimp-HSPAVoIP; 

-
ALU wonders whether 25.993 lists all RAB combinations and is a suitable reference. Renesas agrees to that comment. There should be other configurations possible for which the same rules should apply. Ericsson agrees as well and points out that 25.993 is a report but not a specification. 

-
Ericsson thinks the exact criteria are left up to UE implementation. 

-
HTC wonders whether vSR-VCC is supported in Rel-10. MCC confirms it is Rel-11. 

=>
We remove the “according to TS 25.993”. 

=>
Check whether this is Rel-10 or Rel-11

-
Discuss whether this is really Cat. F

=>
An updated CR for Rel-11 can be provided in R2-121857
R2-121857
SR-VCC radio bearer combination
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
vSRVCC, RANimp-HSPAVoIP
not treated
PWS

Invalidation of ETWS with security:

R2-121565
Invalidation of ETWS with security feature; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 25.331; F; REL-8; ETWS; 

-
Renesas would prefer to make the text in 8.1.17.1 normative. ST-E has no strong preference. 

-
NSN wonders whether the reason for change is that security level is low or rather that no security algorithm is defined. ST-E thinks that it all started with the too low security level. 

=>
Can update the reason for change to clarify this. 

-
NSN thinks that at the previous meeting Ericsson suggested to remove 8.1.17.3.3 now it is still here. ST-E clarifies that this section becomes obsolete but sees no need to clarify.

-
ST-E intends to provide shadow CRs for the next meeting. 

-
QC wonders why the CCCH part is removed. ST-E clarifies that the purpose is to keep the UE in CELL_DCH. It is correct is also defined on CCCH but the only remaining purpose is to reach the UE on DCCH. QC would prefer to keep “or CCCH” in section “10.2.12a”.  

-
RIM thinks that the note should be expanded to the variable listed in section 13.4.8 (HS DCH reception ETWS enabled). 

=>
Can discuss further offline and an updated CR can be provided in R2-121858. 

R2-121858
Invalidation of ETWS with security feature; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 25.331; F; REL-8; ETWS;
-
Broadcom thinks the CR is not consistent and requires further cleanup. ST-E made only very small updates since Monday and has been reviewed by several companies. 

=>
This CR is in principle agreed
R2-121566
Invalidation of ETWS with security feature; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-8; ETWS; 

=>
Can update the reason for change to clarify this (see UTRAN CR)

-
NSN wonders whether it is possible to keep the description and just add that it is not used in this version. ST-E refers to long offline discussions and understands that this way of capturing it is in line with the intended behaviour. The intention is to not re-use the field in a later version of a specification. Furthermore, UE vendors would prefer to indicate that the UE should ignore it. 

=>
Shadows CRs will be provided to the next meeting. 

=>
With the update in the “reason for change” the CR is in principle agreed in R2-121859.

Terminology (related to LS from CT1 in R2-121066):
36.331:

R2-121218
Handling of KPAS/EU-Alert; Samsung; Disc; REL-10; PWS-RAN, TEI10; [Moved from 6 to 4]

-
LG Supports clarification and would support option 2. Renesas would be OK with option 2 or 3 but have a preference for option 3 since that is the most accurate. Option 2 might still leave some confusion. Supporting KPAS does not necessarily support CMAS. So, we need to be clear that the support covers only 36.331 but not higher layers. ST-E thinks that option 1 has already been done to some extent. ST-E initially thought that no further clarification is needed but would prefer Option 2. Huawei would prefer to clarify with a note also in 36.306. NSN thinks that option 3 looks more accurate. 

-
NSN would prefer to change SIB12 to PWS indication. ST-E thinks that PWS is too generic. QC supports ST-E and thinks we should not change to PWS. QC also supports Option 2. 

=>
Agree to clarify according to option 2.

R2-121567
PWS terminology in RAN2; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; REL-9; PWS-RAN;

not treated

R2-121461
PWS Terminology Alignment; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; CR; 36.331; F; Related to LS in R2-121066 (C1-120900).; Although relevant for UMTS (and GERAN) no UMTS CR is needed. ; REL-10; TEI10; 
R2-121842
PWS Terminology Alignment (CMAS/KPAS); Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; TEI10; 
R2-121843
PWS Terminology Alignment (CMAS/KPAS/EU-Alert); Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11;

All 3 CRs not treated

R2-121219
Clarification on CMAS usage; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; PWS-RAN, TEI10; [Moved from AI 6 to AI 4]
-
Renesas thinks that the wording could be improved with respect to “in this specification”. Huawei suggests to removed “considers itself to be CMAS-capable”. Samsung clarifies that in our specification we talk about “CMAS-capable”. ST-E agrees with Huawei that a UE can support CMAS without supporting KPAS. 

-
Panasonic wonders about relation to 36.304 (and 36.306 and 36.300). LG supports this view. Huawei supports clarifiying it in other specs. 

-
Renesas thinks that we should be careful with respect to forwards compatibility. In that sense Option 3 would have been cleaner. Samsung does not understand the comment. NSN thinks forward compatibility is important. 

=>
Can discuss further offline how to formulate and which other specs to clarify.
=>
finally revised in R2-121971

R2-121971
Clarification on CMAS usage; Samsung, Huawei; CR; PWS-RAN; Rel-10
-
This CR is just intended to present the status of offline discussions…
-
Clarify in the definition section of affected specification.

-
We would also handle in stage-2 the RAN3 related aspects

-
We would also clarify in the section describing e.g. K-PAS
-
NSN wonders whether the Definition section is normative. Samsung thinks that it is not informative. E.g. we also define aspects of CSG membership check in that section. 

-
ST-E thanks Samsung for the initiative. ST-E thinks that also for the UMTS part might be needed (e.g. ETWS is used…). 

-
Huawei thinks that for 306 we should introduce KPAS under PWS features. 
=>
We will clarify PWS related terminology as suggested here. We will see a full CR package at the next meeting. 

=>
CR is postponed

R2-121220
Clarification on CMAS usage; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; PWS-RAN, TEI11; [Moved from AI 6 to AI 4]
not treated

R2-121760
PWS support in RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; PWS-RAN, TEI10;
PWS-RAN was a REL-9 WI
R2-121761
PWS support in RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; A; REL-11; PWS-RAN, TEI10; 
PWS-RAN was a REL-9 WI
Both CRs not treated

36.300 and 36.306 (General description and capability):

R2-121762
PWS support in RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.300; F; REL-10; PWS-RAN, TEI10; 
PWS-RAN was a REL-9 WI

R2-121763
PWS support in RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.300; A; REL-11; PWS-RAN, TEI10; 
PWS-RAN was a REL-9 WI
Both CRs not treated

R2-121764
PWS support in RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.306; F; REL-10; PWS-RAN, TEI10; 
PWS-RAN was a REL-9 WI

R2-121765
PWS support in RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.306; A; REL-11; PWS-RAN, TEI10; 
PWS-RAN was a REL-9 WI
Both CRs not treated

Release with re-direction from CELL_FACH to E-UTRA

R2-121789
Re-direction to E-UTRA issues; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT Docomo, TeliaSonera, AT&T, Softbank Mobile; Disc; REL-9; TEI9

-
Renesas clarifies that this was already discussed in UTRAN. Renesas thinks that the reduction in time would be OK but wonders whether this means that the UE might camp less on LTE by optimizing falling back to UTRAN. Ericsson understands the concern but thinks that RAN4 replied that 1s is enough. Renesas was talking about the case when there is no suitable cell. 

-
DT thinks there is a good reason why there is no time specified for searching for “any” suitable cell. It is an IDLE mode procedure.

-
Samsung thinks that a similar discussion took place in LTE with respect to RLF or CSFB. Then, the decision was to rely on smart UE implementation. What has changed since then. Ericsson thinks that today the specification mentions 10s which is not preferable. Vodafone agrees with Ericsson. Therefore, Vodafone agrees to this proposal. 

-
QC supports the proposal in principle but would prefer to make the time to search configurable. 

-
QC thinks this should only be done from Rel-10 onward. 

-
QC wonders whether only CELL_FACH should be supported. Ericsson clarifies that it applies to all states. 

-
TI thinks that if we use RwR for other purposes we should start from Rel-11 and we should not change the legacy behaviour. Vodafone does not consider it new behaviour. The behaviour seems to be the ame as before. Nokia thinks that if we would not change anything there would not need to be a CR. TI thinks that Proposal 2 would change the UE behaviour. 

-
Nokia wonders whether the problem would not exist if the network had measurements available. Ericsson agrees that with measurements the possibility of a failure is lower. 

Proposal 1: 

-
Vodafone supports this. DT is concerned that after spending 1s to try to find the first cell, the UE will not have time to attempt to find another cell on that frequency. Ericsson thinks that if the UE cannot decode the best cell it will not be able to read the second. Ericsson also thinks that 1s is more than enough. Samsung is concerned that e.g. a CSG cell could cause a failure when we restrict the search time. DT thinks that even a strong macro cell turns out to be not suitable. Ericsson does not think that this would put tighter requirements on the UE. QC thinks that there needs to be a configurable time and also that the come-back needs to be configurable. 

Proposal 2:

-
Vodafone is not convinced about this and assumes that normally the UE would find the indicated cells. TI thinks that Proposal 2 would change the UE behaviour. 

Proposal 4:

-
QC wonders whether the UE would come back to UTRA. Ericsson clarifies that this is the intention of this proposal.

-
Vodafone thinks that we should really try to reduce the value since there is a problem. NSN does not see a real problem but would be OK to reduce the time… but not to make it configurable. Renesas agrees with NSN. Renesas would prefer to leave this to good UE implementation. 

=>
Some support but also concerns to change legacy behaviour. No consensus that there is a problem to be solved for Rel-10 or earlier. Can come back if more support. 

R2-121790
RRC Connection Release with redirection: search time and searched frequencies; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 25.331; C; CR captures proposals of R2-121789; REL-9; TEI9
not treated

PSC/PCI range

R2-121204
PSC range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 25.367; F; REL-8; LTE-L23; 

-
LG would like to understand what the intention of the note is? To ensure that macros broadcast the PSC range? TeliaSonera explains that the purpose is to document this as requested by RAN/SA. The other is to explain how to circumvent the problem. DT also wonders what the note will add. Even if the macro cell does not broadcast the information, the only consequence would be less battery consumption. DT also thinks that broadcasting PSC is not always possible and it left to NW implementation. MediaTek agrees with DT that what we have is not the most optimal behaviour but it is not broken. TeliaSonera thinks that the PSC/PCI range split as such is an optimization mechanism… and it does not work for shared network. 

-
QC thinks that broadcasting from NW is not the only solution. Samsung thinks it is the only solution but wonders whether the specs should describe network implementation. In that sense, the feature would actually be supported for shared RAN if the network is implemented and configured appropriately. 

=>
No support for adding a note
=>
CR is not agreed

R2-121205
PSC range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 25.367; A; REL-9; LTE-L23; 
R2-121206
PSC range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 25.367; F; REL-10; LTE-L23; 
R2-121207
PCI range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 36.300; F; REL-8; LTE-L23; 
R2-121208
PCI range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 36.300; A; REL-9; LTE-L23; 
R2-121209
PCI range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 36.300; A; REL-10; LTE-L23; 
R2-121210
PCI range note on RAN sharing; TeliaSonera; CR; 36.300; A; REL-11; LTE-L23; 

All 6 CRs not treated

EWT

R2-121275
Forwarding of extendedWaitTimer to upper layers; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; NIMTC-RAN_overload; 

-
CATT thinks that CT1 already takes care of this in their specification and no special condition is needed in AS specifications. NSN agrees that the NAS layer handles it. 

-
ALU thinks that the configuration does not need to be addressed. The current text is not incorrect. QC agrees

-
NSN wonders what the relation to TS 31.102.

=>
No need to change. CR is not agreed.
R2-121276
Forwarding of extendedWaitTimer to upper layers; Samsung; CR; 25.331; F; REL-10; NIMTC-RAN_overload; 

=>
No need to change. CR is not agreed.
Other

Related to incoming LS from GERAN2 in R2-121070:

R2-121704
RRC Container at Handover from GERAN to E-UTRAN; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; LS07; Related to incoming LS from GERAN2 in R2-121070 (Response to LS R2-121051 on Clarification to the handling of the RRC container during inter-RAT handover); REL-8; TEI8; revised in R2-121844
R2-121844
RRC Container at Handover from GERAN to E-UTRAN; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; LS07; Related to incoming LS from GERAN2 in R2-121070 (Response to LS R2-121051 on Clarification to the handling of the RRC container during inter-RAT handover); REL-8; TEI8; 

-
Huawei thinks that according to RRC the HandoverCommand needs to be send transparently to the UE. Huawei refers to section 10.2.2. 

-
Samsung agrees to the problem and that the message was never intended to go to the UE. The intention was that the BSC would unpack the message and only forward the contained message to the UE. If that is not acceptable to GERAN we can discuss which way to solve it. ALU agrees that the HandoverCommand is the inter-node command which should never be sent to the UE. 

-
ZTE thinks that GERAN never said explicitly that they cannot unpack the message from the HandoverCommand. We should inform them that the BSC should remove the envelope. Ericsson thinks that ASN.1 dencoding is required which is more difficult for E-UTRAN than it was for UTRAN. 

-
Samsung thinks that in the HO preparation the BSC also creates the envelope. Is it more difficult to remove it than to create it. 

-
Ericsson thinks we could also ask why we at all created the HO command. ALU thinks that we now have it and GERAN should adapt to it. We should then try to avoid further changes to HO command so that BSC would not need to change their implementation. 

-
Samsung explains that the intention of the HandoverCommand to allow the target to tell other things to the source. 

=>
We acknowledge the problem and will inform GERAN about the problem and ask them to solve it (by unpacking the message from the HO command). 

=>
A draft LS on “RRC Container at Handover from GERAN to E-UTRAN” can be provided in R2-121860 (Ericsson)
Late or withdrawn

R2-121393
Draft response LS on VoHSPA capability indication; Samsung; LSout; related to the LSin R2-121026 of RAN2 #77; REL-9; TEI9; [Late]
withdrawn

5
UMTS/LTE joint: Rel-11

Contributions submitted under this agenda item will be handled in a joint UMTS/LTE session.

Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH: In Jeju the LTE aspects for improved reselection from CELL_FACH to EUTRAN will be discussed in the UTRA session only. If there are open issues from the UTRA session then they can be brought up on Friday in the joint session under UTRA come backs. In Prague we will try to agree a stable CR set in the joint meeting (either on Monday or on Friday).

5.1
WI: RAN overload control for Machine-Type Communications

(SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111373)

SI output: TR 37.868 v11.0.0 (as provided to RAN#53 in RP-111238).
5.1.1
EAB information update procedure

When to read EAB info from SIB?

Proposed solutions:

a) Immediately acquire the EAB info upon the reception of EAB info update indication in paging (ETWS-like)?

b) Always mandate acquiring the EAB info before access?

c) Notification of EAB info update in paging (‘ETWS-like’) + re-acquisition of the EAB info before access only when one or more EAB info update indications have been received.?

R2-121661
Way forward with EAB SIB update for LTE; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, MediaTek, Renesas Mobile Europe, ZTE, CATT, Vodafone, Huawei, HiSilicon, Intel; Disc; 

-
ALU thinks that observations 1 and 2 seem to contradict the proposal which would allow for simultaneous reading of SIB (option c). Shouldn’t the proposal say “adopt solution a)”? Since only that would avoid aligned reading of SIB. Ericsson agrees that in solution c) there could be access concentration in option c) but not as much as in option a) since it does not happen if EAB is not even active or deployed. ALU wonders whether all sourcing companies agree that a) is better than c). Ericsson thinks that from access concentration point of view this is the case but some companies consider c) to be better in terms of battery consumption.
=>
Noted
R2-121689
Comparison of EAB parameter update solutions; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

-
ZTE thinks that solution c) addresses explicitly the battery saving aspect. 

-
Renesas thinks that the enabling of EAB would require chaning SIB1 scheduling and that would affect all UEs. ALU thinks that it would be outside the value tag. Samsung assumes that if only this new SIB is scheduled there would be no need for the network to wake up all UEs. Understanding of option b) is that in order to schedule the new SIB, the NW neither changes the value tag nor pages the UEs. 

=>
Noted

Discussion:

-
Panasonic wonders whether the existing paging occasions are introduced or all existing occasions are used. Ericsson thinks the normal paging occasions would be used since UEs have to read those anyway. EAB UEs have to read both pagings anyway. NSN agrees with Ericsson

-
Huawei wonders to which extent we can rely on UE internal backoff (NAS timer) as assumed for option b). DT supports this concern. CATT agrees and thinks that the intention is to introduce an AS mechanism. 

-
ALU has concerns that c) has no benefits at all and thinks we should agree on a) if we want to agree anything. 

-
Nokia wonders whether the NW can still normal SIB update mechanism even if we go for a). Ericsson thinks that should be possible even though it might make the specification slightly more complicated. 

	Agreements:
1
The UE immediately acquires the EAB SIB info upon the reception of “EAB info update indication” in paging (ETWS-like). 

2
We introcduce a new paging indicator to ensure that non-EAB UEs don’t need to read SIB1.


-
ZTE wonders whether we should go for the same solution in UMTS. So far we assumed that we use value tag based update for UMTS. The paging based approach is better in terms of battery impact and should therefore also be applied to UTRAN. QC supports ZTEs view. Huawei thinks that for UMTS we have SIB specific value tags and therefore little impact to other UEs. Renesas indicates that in UMTS the value tag is in MIB and therefore all UEs are impacted. LG thinks we should not update the value tag. NSN thinks that EAB will not be used that often that battery impact would be a problem. Would it really have an impact to normal UEs? Ericsson supports a paging based solution for UMTS. In UMTS the UE currently has to read MIB which has an impact on battery. Vodafone also would prefer the common solution. CATT thinks the paging based mechanism would be a new mechanism for UMTS and does not think it should be introduced. Renesas indicates there is alreaday a paging based mechanism in UMTS but currently, a page would trigger all UEs to read MIB/SIB. 

=>
We stick to the agreed UMTS mechanism for now. 

R2-121259
EAB Information Update Procedure; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121748
Further evaluation of EAB information update mechanism with NAS backoff; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121732
Further considerations for EAB update mechanism; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121462
EAB information update procedure in LTE; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121253
Access concentration control for Always mandate acquiring the EAB info before access; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121191
Considerations on EAB information update procedure; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121397
Decision criteria for EAB update procedure; ETRI; Disc; 

R2-121533
Discussion on EAB information update procedure; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-121229
Fast EAB update mechanism; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-121548
Further discussion on EAB information update; CATR; Disc; 

All 10 Tdocs not treated

R2-121387
UE behaviours after UE is barred due to EAB; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

-
Renesas wonders whether this really applies to the paging approach. There is no need to periodically check anything. 

-
NSN wonders how NAS would handle a pending request? Would the data wait and trigger another request to AS later. 

-
Ericsson thinks we could adapt the ACB behaviour, i.e., AS informs NAS when barring has been alleviated. ALU agrees with Ericsson and Renesas. Huawei agrees but it could be left to UE implementation, i.e., no need to mention it in RRC. 

-
ZTE and Samsung wonder whether AS indicates continuously informs NAS whether EAB is barred or not. 

=>
No need to specify whether AS informs NAS.

=>
Noted

Barring alleviation:

a) NAS level autonomously retries to transmit data?

b) RRC informs NAS when EAB is alleviated?
Late or withdrawn

R2-121194
Way forward for EAB update mechanism; CATT; Disc; [Late]
withdrawn

5.1.2
SIB design for EAB

Including output of email discussion [77#21] Joint: EAB: SIB design for RAN sharing [Huawei]

R2-121357
Summary of email discussion [77#21] - Joint: EAB: SIB design for RAN sharing; Huawei; Report; result of email discussion [77#21]; 
Proposal 1: It should be possible to signal a common EAB configuration applicable to all PLMNs, for both UMTS and LTE.

Proposal 2: Adopt the solution 2a (as follow) for LTE

Proposal 3: For UMTS, use similar solution as LTE, but try to follow UMTS style

Discussion:

-
CATT would like to be able to provide a default value. Ericsson thinks that such optimizations are not needed since the savings are marginal and the complexity higher. NSN agrees and sees no need for further optimization. 

	Agreements:
1
It is possible to signal a common EAB configuration applicable to all PLMNs, for both UMTS and LTE

2
We use the SIB signalling according to solution 2a as described in R2-121357
3
For UMTS, use similar solution as LTE, but try to follow UMTS style.


R2-121119
SIB design for EAB; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121195
EAB SIB design for RAN sharing; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121335
EAB SIB design for RAN sharing; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; related to email discussion [77#21];

All 3 Tdocs not treated

5.1.3
Other Stage-3 details

Including output of email discussion [77#20] Joint: EAB: Handling of special access class (AC11-15) for EAB [Huawei]

Draft running stage-3 CR should be submitted here
Special Access Classes

R2-121356
Summary of email discussion [77#20] - Joint: EAB: Handling of special access class (AC 11-15) for EAB; Huawei; Report; result of email discussion [77#20]; 
Email discussion: 

Proposal 1: UEs with a special AC 11-15 shall ignore the EAB procedure, if the special AC is valid in the registered PLMN (i.e. AC 12, 13, 14 in the home country or AC 11, 15 in the HPLMN/ EHPLMN).

Proposal 2: It is up to NAS to perform the check on special AC 11-15 when deciding if an RRC connection is subject to EAB (AS will not perform any further check).

In addition, there are concerns that RAN2 understanding (the proposal 1 above) might result behaviours conflicting with SA1 requirement. Therefore, it is proposed:

Proposal 3: Discuss if there is a need to send LS to SA1 to reconfirm RAN2’s understanding.

Discussion:

-
Renesas agrees to proposal 2 but wonders whether proposals 1 and 3 are then still relevant. ZTE agrees with Renesas, that even though proposal 1 is not wrong there will be need to specify this in RRC. Huawei prefers to keep it as agreement in chairman notes. 

-
Huawei clarifies that it is an SA1 requirement that MT calls are not subject to EAB. 

	Agreements

1
It is up to NAS to ensure that a UE accessing with valid special AC 11-15 will not be subject to EAB (AS will not perform any further check).

2
It is up to NAS to ensure that a UE performing mobile terminating calls will not be subject to EAB (AS will not perform any further check).

3
Consquently, in RRC we do the EAB check before other ACB checks


=>
Will send an LS to CT1 informing them about our agreements. A draft LS was provided by Huawei in R2-121376.
R2-121101
EAB and ACB procedures; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121120
NAS/AS coordination on EAB applicability; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121534
Discussion on EAB requirement and procedure; ITRI; Disc;
All 3 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-121260
Additional Considerations on EAB application; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121399
Preventing RAN overload on the legacy networks; ASUSTeK; Disc;
Both not treated

Stage-3 CRs

R2-121361
Introduction of RAN overload control for MTC in 25.304; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.304; B; 
R2-121363
Introduction of RAN overload control for MTC in 25.331; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; B; 
R2-121365
Introduction of RAN overload control for MTC in 36.304; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.304; B; 
R2-121367
Introduction of RAN overload control for MTC in 36.331; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; B; 
R2-121556
Draft TP on Introduction of Extended Access Barring; Samsung; TP; 36.331; B; 

All 5 Tdocs not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121336
EAB for special access class; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; related to email discussion [77#20]; [Late]
R2-121362
Introduction of Extended Access Barring; Samsung; CR; 36.331; B; [Late]
Both Tdocs are withdrawn

Continuation until next meeting

· EAB: Email discussion until next meeting on the running EAB stage-3 CRs to implement the agreements from this meeting and to progress the CRs. (Huawei), see [77bis#20]
5.2
WI: Enhancement of Minimization of Drive Tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN

(eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-120277)

Agreements captured in technically endorsed running CR R2-121032 (after RAN2-77)

See also section 10.4 for UMTS specific issues on MDT enhancements

5.2.1
QoS Verification

Which metrics are needed for which purpose? How to realize the metrics that are already agreed?

Including output of email discussion [77#24] Joint: MDT: Latency Measurements [MediaTek]

Including output of email discussion [77#23] Joint: MDT: Accessibility Measurements [Ericsson]

Scheduled IP Throughput 

Measurement period:

a) Variable measurement period as defined for L2 measurement (from first subframe to second-last subframe)?

b) Fixed measurement period


1)
Obtaining one or more measurement samples during the measurement period and average them over the data 

transmission times


2)
Divide number of non-empty subframes by number of scheduled bytes within a configurable measurement 


period? (without last subframe of a burst)

Per-QCI or Per-UE:

1) per-UE&QCI?

2) per-UE?

R2-121124
Further details for usage of Scheduled IP Throughput by MDT; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

Proposal 5: 

-
Acer thinks that the measurement needs to be per QCI

=>
Noted

R2-121168
Granularity of MDT Throughput Measurement and Reporting; CATT; Disc; 

-
Vodafone would require logging separately for all QCIs, i.e., GBR and non-GBR bearers. 

-
NSN thinks that per-UE logging (Proposal 3) would be sufficient but would be OK to do it per QCI. But proposal 2 does not seem to be needed. 

-
 

Discussion:

-
Huawei thinks that for data volume it can be logged per QCI (i.e., over all RABs of a certain QCI of all UEs in a cell). But for for Scheduled IP throughput it should be per RAB. Ericsson thinks that also for data volume we need to obtain the logs per RAB since we have to associate it with location information. Huawei agrees. 

-
LG thinks that according to 36.314 the eNB can already perform Scheduled IP throughput per QCI&UE. LG thinks it is up to the eNB how to combine the measurements. LG wonders also where we would intend to specify how the eNB computes the logs to be sent to TCE.

-
Ericsson thinks that logging per RAB will provide all required information. Ericsson thinks that it is not possible to combine the per-RAB measurements into one per-UE measurement. NSN wonders why it is not possible. MediaTek tends to agree with Ericsson that combining logs is not always possible. 

-
MediaTek and NSN think that 36.314 logs scheduled IP throughput per QCI and not per UE. LG thinks that 36.314 explicitly states that logs are per UE and QCI, i.e., per RAB. So, for per-UE we would need to define something new. 

-
NSN thinks that it is necessary to know the per-UE measurements. MediaTek thinks that only having per-UE measurements would reflect real drive tests quite well. 

Proposal 2:

-
LG wonders in which specification this would be captured? NSN thinks it would appear in an SA5 specification but we should capture it here. And it might need to be in 37.320. 

	Agreements

2
The eNB shall produce a single Scheduled IP Throughput measurement result per measurement period by concatenating data bursts as specified in 36.314.

3
For a data burst that spans measurement periods, the eNB splits the data burst at the measurement period boundary for the purposes of Scheduled IP Throughput calculation, to yield multiple measurement samples (one for each measurement period).

4
There is no requirement for measurement periods to begin at regular intervals, as long as all Scheduled IP Throughput measurement samples are captured. (there would be a time stamp per measurement report)

5
The length of the measurement period should be configurable by OAM, and values in the order of 1024ms, 2048ms, 5120ms, and 10240ms shall be supported (which also aligns with some values of reportInterval for periodic M1+location).  Detailed values are FFS.


=>
Can discuss offline whether to measure per-UE&QCI, per-RAB, per-UE and whether it is possible to calculate one from another e.g. in the TCE. (NSN) (Comeback Tuesday morning)

-
After offline discussion NSN reports that no conclusion was reached offline and the proposal is to continue via email discussion. 

· Email discussion (LTE/MDT) until next meeting to discuss whether to measure per-UE&QCI, per-RAB, per-UE. (NSN), see [77bis#21]
R2-121521
eMDT Throughput measurements per UE or RAB QoS class(es) in LTE; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc;

not treated

Correction to 36.314:
Data Volume

R2-121265
On Traffic volume measurement and additional throughput measurement for small data burst in LTE; Samsung; Disc; 

Proposal 2: 

-
Huawei wonders how the eNB determines which PDCP SDUs were successfully transmitted. MediaTek thinks that the accuracy here is not important. We could leave it up to implementation. 

Proposal 5:

-
Vodafone wonders what this means. Huawei wonders what the volume means. 

	Agreements:
1
Data Volume measurements are performed separately in the UL and DL in the network. 

2
Data volume measurements reflect the data volume of PDCP SDUs assumed to be successfully transferred during the measurement period (e.g. rely on HARQ or RLC status for DL data transfer). 

3
The measurement period is configurable (as agreed above for Scheduled IP throughput)

4
These agreements apply to LTE. We will discuss in the UTRAN session whether they are applicable to UTRAN as well.


-
MediaTek wonders whether the agreements apply also to UTRAN. NSN suggests to assume for now that they apply to LTE and then we can discuss in the UTRAN session whether they are also applicable to UTRAN. MediaTek suggests to assume that it applies to both and leave the final decision to the UTRAN session. NSN thinks this should be discussed entirely in the UTRAN session. 

-
Samsung wonders whether measurements are provided to the TCE per region, per UE, …, i.e., which node does the aggregation? MediaTek thinks that trace logs are generated with entries as we specify them. These are sent to the TCE via FTP and post-processed as needed. Whether we accumulate information in the eNB (location with volume) we should leave the details to SA5. 

R2-121458
Data Volume Measurements during Congestion; Vodafone; Disc;
R2-121519
MDT measurements - data volume for LTE; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc;
Both not treated

Latency

R2-121331
[77#24] email disscussion report: MDT Latency Measurements; MediaTek Inc.; Report; result of email discussion [77#24]; 

=>
Noted

Open issues:

1) Is a latency measurement needed for MDT Rel-11?

2) 36.314 used as a baseline?

3) How to post-process and log the data (per-packet, histogram, average)?

4) UL assistance information for UL delay? If so, which/how?

Discussion

-
MediaTek thinks that a delay measurement is interesting but does not consider it as important as Scheduled IP Throughput. LG agrees that considering the meeting schedule and the number of open issues we should postpone the latency measurements. Nokia shares this view. Nokia also wonder what a network would do with DL-only measurements. MediaTek thinks that the main use case is QoS verification. Samsung agrees that the existing definition in 36.314 can be used for DL delay. But there seems no time to introduce something for UL and therefore Samsung suggests not to support latency measurements. Ericsson thinks that the 36.314 definition is too complex and would suggest to simplify it.

-
TeliaSonera thinks that low latency is important also for TCP traffic and they want to be able to assess the latency also for those services. TI also sees benefits of latency measurements and would like to achieve it in Rel-11. Vodafone thinks it is primarily important for VoIP and over conversational services. If we don’t have latency measurements, we cannot assess VoIP QoS. 

-
MediaTek agrees with the chairman that an inaccurate UL latency estimate does not help. MediaTek thinks that discussions for a good mechanism will take long. MediaTek thinks we could focus on the DL and leave UL for further releases even though UL is important. 

=>
We will not support latency measurements in MDT Rel-11 (if a simple proposal is provided with a lot of support, we can still consider at next meeting)
R2-121266
Packet delay measurement for Rel-11 MDT; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121601
Definition of delay sensitive QoS experience measurement; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 

Both not treated

Accessibility

R2-121598
Report e-mail discussion [77#23] - Joint: MDT Accessibility Measurements; Ericsson; Report; result of email discussion [77#23]  ; 
-
MediaTek thinks that we need to log the cell in which the access attempt failed. But then, the UE will try all possible attempts and this value is known (broadcast). Therefore, we should not report this. Ericsson clarifies that the intention is to log that RA failed (Msg2 or Msg4). MediaTek understands that it is about logging which part of the procedure failed. If so, MediaTek agrees. LG thinks it is not possible to distinguish which part of the RACH procedure failed. DOCOMO thinks we should at least distinguish the cases of reaching max number of preambles or T300 expiry. LG wonders whether T300 can expire before reaching maximum number of preamble transmission. MediaTek explains that the T300 supervision is mainly for the case that the RACH succeeds but the RRC message exchange fails. LG thinks that connection request message already contains the RRC Connection request. MediaTek thinks that this transmission is echoed in Msg4 but still the establishment could fail. This could indicate DL CCCH failure. LG thinks that if Msg4 is received, the DL channel is working. So, why could there be DL CCCH problems. MediaTek thinks that should have been questioned when T300 was introduced. Samsung thinks that we usually assume that Msg4 contains the connection setup message. 

-
NSN wonders whether there is support for doing the same in UMTS. 

-
Samsung thinks that it would be simpler to re-use logged MDT. Chairman wonders whether the eNB would need to configure the MDT logging. 

-
DOCOMO thinks that using logged MDT 

	Agreements:
1
Logging of failed RRC Connection establishments will be supported for LTE and UMTS, i.e., a log will be created when the RRC connection establishment procedure fails. 

2
FFS whether the MDT log should allow to distinguish whether the RACH procedure was not successful or whether T300 expired. 

3
The UE should always log failed RRC Connection Establishments, i.e., the NW does not need to explicitly configure this log. 

4
FFS whether we realize this as a logged MDT report or as a separate procedure (like RLF reports)


R2-121605
Accessibility measurements for MDT; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121272
On the reporting the failed RRC connection establishment; Samsung; Disc; [Moved from 5.2.4 to 5.2.1]

R2-121197
The scope of accessibility measurements for MDT; Acer Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121303
Use of RACH for accessibility measurement; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; related to email discussion [77#23]; 
R2-121334
MDT accessiblity measurement; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121486
Analysis on the accessibility measurements for MDT purpose; New Postcom; Disc; 

All 6 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-121169
MDT continuity when data interruption occurs; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121460
Consideration on MDT QoS Measurement; China Unicom; Disc; 

Both not treated

5.2.2
Availability of location information

E.g. How to associate location information with QoS measurements?

What means availability of location information in Rel-10 and how to improve it in Rel-11? Including output of email discussion [77#22] Joint: MDT: Location Information [LG]

Associating Location information with MDT measurements

R2-121540
Location Information for QoS measurements; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 

Proposal 3:
-
NSN thinks that it could make sense in some cases but would leave this to eNB implementation. 

Proposal 4:

-
Renesas wonders whether this proposal means that the NW can configure different measurement periods for different UEs. DOCOMO confirms. NSN wonder who would configure what. DOCOMO assumes that the O&M would configure it. NSN assumes that then the period would be the same for all UEs. DOCMOMO agrees. 

-
MediaTek thinks that like in Rel-10 the NW needs to configure logging in the network. Location and QoS information could be logged separately and associated in the TCE/post processing.
	Agreements

1
RAN2 thinks there is no need to associate location information and QoS information in the eNB but assumes it could be done in the TCE based on time-stamps.


R2-121270
one to one mapping accurate location information for MDT QoS verification; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121148
Location Information Consideration for QoS Verification; CMCC, CATT, ZTE; Disc; 

Both not treated

Enhanced Location information

R2-121779
Report of [7#22] Joint: MDT: Location Information; LG Electronics Inc.; Report; result of email discussion [77#22]
revised in R2-121852 as multiple versions of the Tdoc R2-121779 exist
R2-121852
Report of [7#22] Joint: MDT: Location Information; LG Electronics Inc.; Report; result of email discussion [77#22];
=>
Noted
R2-121781
Consideration for Location Availability; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; company proposal related to email discussion [77#22]; 

Conclusion 4:
-
MediaTek assumes that the underlying assumption is that the UE is asked once for a single location information. MediaTek thinks that for many cases it might still be OK. Chaiman thinks that it would not matter if the first 10s of an MDT log do not contain location information. LG thinks that the initial delay depends on whether the UE has assistance information for GPS. If it has none and has not used GPS for a long time it may take very long to synchronize GPS. 

-
Renesas assumes that here only GNSS was discussed. 

Conclusion 5:

-
MediaTek thinks that it could possibly be possible to come up with a long term criteria for whether the UE has location information available. But this has not been discussed in detail. Samsung thinks that the first level is whether the user has allowed to turn GPS on. The second level is whether we want to enforce the UE to acquire location information. If an application makes location information available once ever 60s for only 3s, it would mean a lot of updates.
Supported location mechanisms:

a) GNSS/GPS? For Immediate MDT? For Logged-MDT?

b) E-CID? For Immediate MDT?

c) RNC as LCS client? For Immediate MDT?

Enhanced availability of location information:

a) UE informs eNB whenever availability of location information changes?

b) eNB may request availability of location information from UE (e.g. as part of MDT configuration)?

c) UE collects MDT measurements only when location information is available?

Discussion:

-
MediaTek thinks that we could try to agree on that “UE collects MDT measurements only when location information is available”. Ericsson thinks that this filtering could be done at the network side. NSN agrees with Ericsson that this option could be eliminated. Huawei agrees that this is not a way to increase availability. MediaTek thinks that c) would only be applicable to logged MDT whereas Ericsson’s comments seems to be related to immediate MDT. LG thinks that c) should be eliminated since it only targets at reducing the log size. 

=>
We agree that the UE does not filter MDT measurements based on the availability of location information information (neither in logged nor in immediate MDT)

-
Nokia thinks that b) is already available for immediate MDT today since the eNB could cancel the MDT when it does not get location information. MediaTek wonders whether we should capture this in stage-2. MediaTek thinks that there was also interest to support this for logged MDT. 

-
Huawei thinks that a) is more feasible and creates less load than b). MediaTek thinks that a) would require detailed specification work and result in a lot of RRC signaling. B) would simply be that the UE can reject a logged MDT configuration if it does not have location information available. Samsung agrees with MediaTek that a) is not feasible and supports option b). NSN also agrees that a) was not considered feasible. Availability of location information would be very implementation specific. 

=>
UE does not inform the eNB about availability of location information.

-
Chairman wonders what the benefit of b) would be for logged MDT. MediaTek thinks that if we don’t have this, we could only discuss the enhancements for on-Demand location information. The idea is that a UE which has recently location information available will likely also have some in the future. DOCOMO thinks that for b) it is anyway try-and-error and would not consider this an enhancements. 

=>
We will not introduce a mechanism that allows the eNB to request availability of location information from the UE when configuring an MDT log. (For immediate MDT the eNB can determine based on received measurements whether the UE has location information available and if not decide to deconfigure the immediate MDT). 

-
MediaTek wonders what happened to all the support indicated by various companies for b) and c). MediaTek thinks this was a waste of time. 
on-Demand location information:

a) for immediate MDT? One-shot? Periodic?

b) for logged MDT? One-shot? Periodic?

c) for RLF report?

Discussion:
-
Nokia thinks that at least for logged MDT, requesting logs could cause quite a significant waste of battery and is therefore not preferable. 

R2-121691
Positioning solutions for MDT; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

-
Huawei wonders what companies think about RRC controlled positioning for UMTS. ALU indicates that we can already do that for immediate MDT today. MediaTek agrees that all signaling is in place. One could still discuss capabilities and O&M point of view (since location is expected to be best effort). 

-
LG wonders whether on-Demand location information applies only to one-shot measurements or also to event triggered period reporting. MediaTek thinks that most MDT measurements are periodic. Therefore, also the location information should be periodic. DOCOMO thinks that the on-Demand should also cover other positioning mechanisms. ALU thinks that would impact E-SMLC and would therefore have significant impact. DOCOMO referred to SUPL. DOCOMO would only see an implementation impact but no specification impact. Huawei would see no impact for E-SMLC based location requesting. MediaTek thinks that this would not be favorable since LCS does not support periodic location information. 

-
Samsung thinks that the RNC can already request the UE to make GNSS location information available. 

-
NSN wonders whether we would need to limit this to assisted GNSS for UTRAN? 

-
ALU thinks that CP positioning lacks functionality like periodic location information. Huawei thinks we should still support it. 

-
NSN wonders whether E-CellID would refer to the mechanism performed in the eNB. ALU confirms. Ericsson thinks that it could also be useful to calculate the position in the TCE rather than in the eNB. MediaTek thinks that E-CellId is an extension to RF pattern matching and used together with those. Since we report these measurements to the post processing system, we could also report those additional E-CellId measurements there. 

-
NSN thinks we should further evaluate how useful E-CellID really is. 

	Agreements:
1
Standalone GNSS is used as the default baseline

2
For immediate MDT the eNB can request the UE to attempt to make GNSS location information available (use of SUPL is not prohibited).

3
For immediate MDT the RNC can already today request the UE to make location information available (not only via GNSS). This functionality can be reused for MDT. 

4
eNB may use E-CellID mechanism (FFS whether we would need a UE capability for RX-TX time difference to use this efficiently). It would be possible for the eNB to forward the raw E-CellID specific measurements to the TCE or to compute the location information in the eNB and to forward that information to the TCE.


-
On Friday NSN wonders E-CellID information could really be forwarded to the TCE without standard changes. NSN would like to keep this aspect FFS. DOCOMO understands it could be both ways and it could be left to network implementation. MediaTek thinks that SA5 needs to specify the format of the files and those need to be able to accommodate for the raw E-CID information. Ericsson thinks we agreed that it could be done in eNB or TCE and we could leave it up to SA5 whether they want to allow TCE based calculation. TI would like to capture both options in stage-2 => Agreement 4 above is updated accordingly.

R2-121268
Location information enhancement for Rel-11 MDT; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121785
On-demand positioning for MDT; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121333
MDT Requested Location; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121652
Discussion on Location information availability with MDT; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121170
Using TA+AOA positioning method for MDT; CATT, CMCC; Disc; 
R2-121264
Discussion on the Accuracy Requirement of Location Information for MDT; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121288
Enhanced availability of detailed location information; Kyocera; Disc; related to email discussion [77#22]; 
R2-121332
MDT Enhanced Available Location; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121352
ECID location method in MDT; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121782
MDT Location Enhancement in Rel-11; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121459
Consideration on MDT location information enhancements; China Unicom; Disc; 

R2-121784
Positioning Status Reporting; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121287
QoS measurement and location association for MDT; Kyocera; Disc; related to email discussion [77#22]; 

All 13 Tdocs not treated

Accuracy of location information

R2-121527
Positioning uncertainty and confidence for MDT; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121467
Accuracy of detailed location information; NEC; Disc; 

Both not treated

5.2.3
Multi-PLMN support

Based on reply LS from CT1 on “Applicability of ePLMN to MDT” (R2-115664)

Need for MDT/RLF across PLMNs? Explicitly signal the applicable PLMNs or determine by rules?

See also “LS on MDT and relaxation of country restriction” from SA3 in R2-121086
1) MDT logging is performed…

a) in the RPLMN only?

b) in a configurable set of PLMNs?

c) in E(H)PLMNs of the same country? (rule)

2) MDT log retrieval  is performed…

a) in the RPLMN only?

b) in a configurable set of PLMNs?

c) in E(H)PLMNs of the same country? (rule)

3) RLF reporting is performed…

a) in the RPLMN only?

b) in a configurable set of PLMNs?

c) in E(H)PLMNs of the same country? (rule)

If explicit configuration is preferred, do it on AS or NAS level?

R2-121572
Continuation of MDT upon PLMN change; Samsung; Disc; 

Question 1: Should it be possible to configure the UE to perform MDT data logging for a PLMN that, at MDT configuration time, was neither rPLMN nor ePLMN

Question 2: Is it required to restrict MDT data logging to the subset of accessible PLMNs that are controlled by a particular operator?

Question 3: Is it required to configure per MDT task for which set of PLMNs the MDT data collection apples? Or is it sufficient to prevent that data collection does not extend to PLMNs for which user consent has not been provided?

Question 4: Is there a need to continue logging across multiple PLMNs or is it sufficient if loss of logged MDT information upon change of rPLMN is prevented?

Question 4: Do the same requirements apply for the RLF status reporting and retrieval following change of rPLMN as apply for MDT data collection?

Question 5: Do the same requirements apply for the RLF status reporting and retrieval following change of rPLMN as apply for MDT data collection?

Question 1:

-
ALU thinks that we do not need to support loggin beyond the E-PLMNs. NSN agrees to this understanding that data logging beyond the E-PLMN list is required. 

=>
Data logging beyond the E-PLMN list is not required. 

Question 2: 

-
ALU suggests to decide first whether we want to allow logging across E-PLMNs and then to decide whether we want to restrict it to a subset or allow it for all E-PLMNs in the list. 

-
MediaTek thinks that the LS from SA clearly indicates that logging across PLMNs should be supported. ALU thinks that since E-PLMN change involves a TAU and therefore allows the network to configure a new log in the new PLMN. MediaTek thinks that the UE could also be registered in multiple tracking areas and then it would not do a TAU. And MDT should also work in this case. Huawei thinks that logging across PLMNs should be supported and that the subset should be configurable. Samsung tends to agree with ALU. What is the benefit of the continuation if we anyway have the possibility to re-configure. NSN agrees with Huawei and MediaTek that MDT can only be configured to log in the RPLMN it is not possible to log cells of the neighbor PLMN at the border. ALU wonders whether we should really support all kinds of network implementation choices. MediaTek thinks that this was the point in the LS. ALU thinks that the LS only asks for logging across PLMNs which can be supported by reconfiguration. MediaTek wonders whether this would be applicable also for immediate MDT? How does it work at cell borders? ALU thinks it is always possible since it is each eNB configuring it. So, there might only be RAN3 aspects. ALU thinks that we would need to reporting in other PLMNs but not necessarily logging in other PLMNs. MediaTek thinks that we should support the scenario where the UE is registered to multiple PLMNs. ALU thinks that the UEs configured for MDT we could not register in multiple PLMNs. 

-
NSN thinks that allowing MDT logging across PLMNs would be important for flexible network configuration. 

-
LG thinks it would be important to have the same scope for logging and reporting and therefore it would be beneficial to support logging and retrieval in multiple PLMNs.  

=>
We support logging across E-PLMNs

-
NSN thinks it would not make much sense to have different lists for logging and retrieval. MediaTek thinks that the area scope can be used to control the logging. If we can log across PLMNs, the tracking areas could belong to different PLMNs. We should stick to the principle that the default scope for logging is the scope for reporting. Samsung does not think that this needs to be configurable per MDT task. It shoud be sufficient to extend logging and reporting across all E-PLMNs at configuration time. NSN thinks that the only required flexibility is whether logging appears only in the RPLMN or in all E-PLMNs where reporting is allowed. Additional flexibility is not needed.
R2-121122
Logged MDT continuity across PLMNs; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, CATT, LG Electronics Inc., MediaTek, TeliaSonera; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
Samsung assumes that this means that the PLMNs in which reporting is allowed can be a subset of the E-PLMN+RPLMN. Is that needed?

-
Nokia thinks that there are cases when the E-PLMNs belong to the same operator but there are also E-PLMNs that belong to a different operator. Therefore, just applying it to all E-PLMNs is not possible. TeliaSonera agrees to this. When we discussed this for Rel-10 we already said that it would need to be a configurable subset of E-PLMNs. Samsung thinks that in shared network scenarios the RPLMN might not change even though the cell belongs to another operator’s network. NSN thinks that the RAN sharing scenario existed already in Rel-10.

-
NSN thinks that another reason for having a configurable list is that it allows restricting to the home country which is sometimes required and sometimes not.
-
LG thinks that the UE should perform logging in the same PLMNs where reporting is allowed. NSN thinks that by agreeing option 2 we loose the possibility to restrict to the RPLMN  which we had in Rel-10. Samsung thinks that we can still configure the tracking areas in which logging is allowed and wonders whether we really need more flexibility than that. TeliaSonera thinks that all RAN sharing cases are different with different trust levels. Therefore, the more flexibility we can get the better it is. LG thinks that we can still configure the MDT PLMN list to contain only the RPLMN. Therefore, we don’t loose this possibility. NSN thinks that it might still be required to report in another PLMN than the RPLMN. NSN thinks that the operator might not be interested in the log information from the E-PLMN. MediaTek thinks that having the same area seems to cover the required use cases for MDT.
	Agreements

1
A UE shall only be configured with an MDT PLMN List (i.e. list of PLMNs where measurement log reporting is allowed) if user consent is valid for the RPLMN.  The MDT PLMN List can be a configurable subset of the UE’s E-PLMN list and the RPLMN. The network shall ensure that user consent is also valid for all PLMN in the MDT PLMN List.

2
The UE logs in all PLMNs of the MDT PLMN List but it is possible to configure a TAI-based or ECGI-based area scope that spans PLMNs in the MDT PLMN List.

3
The MDT PLMN List is provided by AS signaling. (to be verified with RAN3)

4
RLF Report can be sent only to PLMNs in the UE’s EPLMN List (including RPLMN) at the time of connection failure.


-
MediaTek thinks that we decided in Rel-10 that the RLF reporting is restricted. But MediaTek would be find not to have restrictions in Rel-11. Huawei think that sending it to any PLMN is a big change to Rel-10. Huawei thinks the RLF report would be lost when reported to another operator’s network. DOCOMO thinks we don’t have a requirement to report RLF to any other than the RPLMN. DOCOMO would consider a configurable list to be overkill since RLF does not have any configuration today. DOCOMO would be fine to restrict it to the EPLMN list. Samsung shares this view and thinks this is what they wanted for EPLMN. 

-
Samsung wonders where we will signal the MDT PLMN List. AS or NAS? Probably AS. ALU is fine with that. However, we need to discuss where the eNB gets this list from since today the EPLMN list is not visible to the eNB. NSN thinks that in RAN3 there are many papers to discussions. NSN wonders whether the EPLMN list is not available in the HO restriction list. ALU thinks these do not need to be the same. Vodafone thinks that we should ask SA2. NSN thinks we should raise our requirements on the MDT PLMN list to RAN3 and if they see a need to get further information from SA2 they can request it. 

=>
We will inform RAN3 (cc SA5) about our decision on that the MDT PLMN list needs to be provided by the eNB. 

=>
We should also inform RAN3 about the decision on RLF.

=>
A draft LS on “Logged MDT continuity across PLMNs” to RAN3 can be provided in R2-121862 (NSN)

R2-121121
RLF reporting across PLMNs; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, CATT, LG Electronics Inc., MediaTek, TeliaSonera; Disc;

=>
Noted
R2-121692
ePLMN handling for MDT and RLF in Rel-11; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-121383
The applicability of mutiple PLMNs to MDT and RLF report and the related CR; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

Both not treated

5.2.4
Coverage Optimization

Use cases and requirements? E.g. measurements for coverage optimization

See “LS response to R2-115642 of MDT UL Coverage Use Case” in R2-121075 from RAN1!

UL Coverage

R2-121374
Uplink coverage for MDT; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung wonders whether RIP can be estimated from RSRQ and RSRP. MediaTek wonders how that could work. RIP is for UL. How could that be estimated from DL measurements. MediaTek thinks that RAN1 suggested this and it is fine to include it. But RAN1 thought that it is too difficult characeterize the UL in too much detail. MediaTek thinks that we may need to perform some averaging of the RIP. 

Proposal 3:

-
MediaTek thinks that the PH is still quite helpful. RAN1 thought that the UL throughput would be the best characterization for the UL quality. Having number of resource blocks could of course be useful to have in addition.  MediaTek thinks that the number of transport blocks in combination with the PH could give an indication how the power is actually used and how much throughput is achieve with it. 

-
Chairman thinks that the scheduled IP throughput is better than PH and PH does not add much. Should we log the number of active UEs when scheduled IP throughput was logged in order to be able to distinguish capacity from coverage problems? MediaTek thinks that for some assumptions the PH might not add much but that depends on the RRM implementation. MediaTek thinks that even if 10 UEs are scheduled it might not be possible that one of them is coverage limited. MediaTek thinks that we could alternatively discuss a L1 bit rate achieved in one subframe. MediaTek thinks that this would not take into account the idle periods while other UEs are being scheduled. Ericsson thinks that the scheduled IP throughput reflects what the UE could achieve taking into account the number of UEs being currently in the cell. Huawei thinks that RAN1 agreed that PH is useful but would like to add something beyond. 

=>
Noted

	Agreements

1
We will include the UPH and RTWP into the MDT measurement for UMTS.

2
We include the Received Interference Power measurement defined in TS36.214 and TS36.133 into MDT measurement for LTE. (FFS whether/how we need to average the RIP before providing it as log)


-
NSN indicates that UPH is only reported for E-DCH. 

=>
We will document this limitation of UPH available only for E-DCH in stage-2 

=>
We will inform RAN3 about the need to provide UPH and RTWP from the NodeB to the RNC. We should also mention that we are aware of the limitation to E-DCH.

=>
A draft LS on UPH for MDT to RAN3 can be provided in R2-121863 (Huawei)
R2-121329
MDT UL coverage use case; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121330
UL coverage and RLF report; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

Both Tdocs not treated

Event Triggers

Additional measurement events to be supported? If so, which?

a) No additional measurements?

b) A2 Event triggered periodic? 

c) A3/A5?

d) All existing measurement events?

R2-121123
Evaluation of A2 trigger for Immediate MDT; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

R2-121135
Consideration on A3/A5 event as reporting triggers for Immediate MDT; CMCC, ZTE, CATT; Disc; 
R2-121542
Reporting triggers for Immediate MDT; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-121274
Event-triggered reporting for Rel-11 immediate MDT; Samsung; Disc;
All 4 Tdocs not treated
Other

R2-121544
Broadcast channel coverage optimisation; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-121546
CSI measurements for MDT QoS verification use case; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-121485
Reduction of logging and reporting; New Postcom; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated

5.2.5
Other

E.g. “speed criterion for MDT” as suggested by SA5

Inter-RAT

R2-121468
Inter-RAT aspects of Logged MDT; NEC; Disc; 
R2-121786
Inter-RAT MDT; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; [Moved from 5.2.2 to 5.2.5]
Both not treated

Speed Criterion

R2-121654
Using UE speed information for MDT; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121375
MDT Filtering based on UE Speed; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

Both not treated

R2-121167
About usage of speed for UE selection; NEC; Disc;
revised in RP-121841 as not the proper file format was used; 

R2-121841
About usage of speed for UE selection; NEC; Disc; 

not treated

R2-121171
Discussion on UE speed criterion for MDT; CATT; Disc; 

not treated

Reduction of reporting overhead

R2-121289
Discussion about MDT logging stoppage; Kyocera; Disc; 

not treated

Continuation until next meeting

· Email Discussion (Joint/MDT) two weeks to agree an update of the running stage-2 cpturing the agreements from this meeting. (MediaTek), see [77bis#02]
5.3
WI: TEI11

TEI11 for Joint LTE+UMTS

Absolute priority cell reselection

R2-121211
UTRAN measurement showing the flaw in absolute priority cell reselection; TeliaSonera; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 

-
Nokia now understands that there might really be a need for this but had unfortunalla not carefully checked these new results and would like to request more time. Nokia would not yet like to agree on this in this meeting. 

-
Samsung wonders why in UTRAN 4 new thresholds are signaled wihile in LTE this is treated differently. TS thought that the current way it is suggested for LTE would be a smaller change. 

=>
No strong concerns against the proposals. Companies are requested to check the results and the CRs until next meeting. 

R2-121212
Correction to absolute priority cell reselection; TeliaSonera; CR; 25.304; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
R2-121213
Correction to absolute priority cell reselection; TeliaSonera; CR; 25.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
R2-121214
Correction to absolute priority cell reselection; TeliaSonera; CR; 36.304; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
R2-121215
Correction to absolute priority cell reselection; TeliaSonera; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

All 4 CRs not treated

CSFB Indication in RRC Connection Setup

R2-121198
The need for CSFB indication from the UE; Vodafone, Qualcomm, Teliasonera, Alcatel-Lucent,Huawei; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 

-
Noted
R2-121117
CSFB Indication in RRC Connection Setup; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Deutsche Telekom; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 
-
Noted
Discussion: 

-
Vodafone thinks that all sides seem to acknowledge the problems. Vodafone thinks that the solution suggested by NSN would not allow to distinguish the reason for the CSFB call. Vodafone also thinks that RAN3 does not see a solution from the NW side and would therefore not like to ask them back. NSN does not acknowledge that there is really a problem since NSN does not see such long CSFB delays. NSN thinks that this is primarily about counters. Vodafone thinks that this is about a full solution including prioritization and logging. Huawei thinks that if the solution depends on the counter this could be solved by a NW based solution. But if the proposal is to prioritize is a CSFB call, we might need a RAN2 solution. Huawei thinks that a CSFB indication would be a very clean way. DT wonders whether Vodafone wants to count the different ways of CSFB. Vodafone confirms. NSN thinks that the only problem is that the LU is not prioritized and that could be solved by aligning the areas. NSN wonders why it helps to introduce it for Rel-11. Vodafone does not see this an issue and thinks it can be introduced early. Nokia thinks that a NW based solution would also work for legacy UEs. Vodafone explains that RAN3 focused on the counting and could not find a solution. TI does not have a strong opinion about a combined solution but thinks that an early indication via the radio is required also for counting. DOCOMO does not see the problem since it could be solved with combined attach and seems to be an operator specific problem. Vodafone thinks it is one possible option/combinations and should be supported. Vodafone does not want to configure the network in order to solve this issue. 

-
Chairman wonders whether there is any particular problem with introducing the additional IE. NSN thinks that there is simply no point in adding add new functionality if we have multiple existing mechanisms. Vodafone suggests to add a one-bit IE and the RNC can derive other information from existing establishment causes. 

-
DT, Nokia and NSN think that it is unfortunate to introduce new solutions if there are other ways to solve a problem (e.g. by network configuration). 

	Agreements

1
Introduce a new one-bit IE in RRC Connection Request indicating that the request is due to CSFB.


R2-121523
Introduction of a CSFB Indicator in RRC Connection Request; Vodafone, Teliasonera, Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei; CR; 25.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

not treated

Other

R2-121118
UE reaction on RRC Connection Rejection; Nokia Siemens Networks, Verizon Wireless, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 
R2-121126
Clarification on inter-RAT handover to EUTRAN; HTC; CR; 36.300; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

Both not treated

5.4
WI: Other Work/Study Items

For Rel-11 WI/SIs for which RAN2 is not prime responsible WG, e.g. …

(vSRVCC, leading WG: SA2, REL-11, started: Sep.10, target: June 12, WID: SP-100704)

(e850_UB-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-11, started: Dec.10, closed: March 12, WID: RP-111396)

(SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-120314)

(FS_EHNB_enh, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-120373)

(PWS_Sec, leading WG: SA3, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: SP-110223)

Multiple Bands per Cell (e850_UB-Core)

R2-121682
Introducing support for multi-bands cells; Samsung; CR; 36.331; B; no cat.B CR allowed for already completed WI; REL-11; e850_UB-Core; [no cat. B CR allowed for already completed WI]
not treated

H(e)NB Sharing (SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core)

R2-121632
Inbound mobility to shared CSG cell; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core; 
R2-121642
Introduction of UE support for inbound mobility to a shared CSG cell; Samsung; CR; 36.331; B; REL-11; SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core; 
R2-121805
Support of cell selection and reselection to a shared CSG cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.304; B; REL-11; TEI11; [Late TDoc Request] [Moved from 5.3 to 5.4]

R2-121837
Discussion of cell selection and reselection to a shared CSG cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; [Late] [Moved from 5.3 to 5.4]
All 4 Tdocs not treated

6
LTE: Release 10 and earlier releases

(LTE-L23, leading WG: RAN2, REL-8, started: Sep. 06, closed: Dec. 08, WID: RP-080747)

(LTE_CA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100661)

(LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100959)

(LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-100196)

(LTE_Relay-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-110911)

(MBMS_LTE_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: June 10, closed: March 11, WID: RP-101244)

(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100360)

(eICIC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: March 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100383)

(SONenh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-10, started: March 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-101004)

E.g. …

Bandwidth Combinations: RAN4 will discuss the requirements and inform RAN2 and RAN5 about the outcome so that RAN2 can provide the signalling to RAN-56. 

RAN-55 agreed that RAN2 should from now on discuss all FGI related aspects (including IOT). E.g. FDD/TDD capability split? Rel-10 features? Discussion on FGI 27 (LS in RP-111769)? 

Clarification of scheduling for ETWS and CMAS?

HFN/SN handling at HO failure?

Carrier Aggregation

Bandwidth Combinations:

R2-121543
Alternatives on the CA bandwidth combination issue; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 
R2-121450
Signalling approaches for bandwidth combinations; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 
R2-121452
Signalling approaches for bandwidth combinations-alt1; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 
R2-121453
Signalling approaches for bandwidth combinations-alt2; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

-
Nokia reports that RAN4 has made some progress on this issue and suggests to wait for an LS from RAN4.

=>
Documents not treated. We wait for input from RAN4.
Other CA:
R2-121226
Clarification on setting of dedicated NS value for CA by E-UTRAN; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

-
DOCOMO understands that this is due to RAN4 agreement to use SCell NS value for the PCell. DOCOMO would like to capture this in the specification. IDT thinks that RAN4 has already specified the use of the parameters and that the PCell value is optional. Samsung indicates that previously we agreed that the details of how the parameters are used are specified by RAN4. Huawei agrees that this does not need to be clarified in RAN2 specs. 

-
Nokia thinks that RAN4 considered only intra-band scenarios and we should not limit the RAN2 specification unnecessarily. So, we should not add anything at this point in time. ALU thinks this clarification could be useful.

-
Huawei would like to add a sentence saying that “this parameter is not used” so that the UE would not consider it as an error case, i.e., no reconfiguration failure is declared. Samsung thinks that this is not the way we usually do it. Samsung thinks we should not put additional requirements on the UE to ignore the value if the network sends it mistakenly. Nokia agrees with Samsung.

-
Nokia wonders whether we should add an FFS on how this value is used in other cases. ALU suggests not to add FFSs to stable releases. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed.

R2-121444
Handling of additionalSpectrumEmissionPCell; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

CR is not agreed
R2-121750
Discussion on UE initiated activation/deactivation request; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core;

withdrawn
36.321:

R2-121564
Clarification of Timing Advance adjustment delay requirements; HTC; Disc; 36.321; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

Proposal 1:
-
NSN thinks that this is clear from the RAN1 specification. Samsung agrees. Panasonic agrees. LG agrees. HTC agrees that it is already specified but would like to make it clear here by adding a reference. 

Proposal 2: 

-
NSN thinks this was discussed in the past. It does not really matter and NSN sees no need for clarifying anything. Samsung thinks that the logical interpretation of a) is correct but there is no need to specify this explicitly. Panasonic agrees. LG thinks that it might not be entirely clear when the UE starts the timer. Samsung thinks that the timer is quite long and 6 subframes do not matter. Also this was already so since Rel-8 and we should not start changing it. 

=>
According to current specification both behaviours (Option 1 and Option 2) seem to be allowed. 

=>
Not much support

R2-121411
Correction to SCell Deactivation; Acer Incorporated; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

-
Acer indicates that they intend this to be for Rel-11 only. 

-
LG thinks that the SCell referred to in this document is the SCell to be used in the target cell. NSN agrees that a change is required. 

-
Nokia thinks that RRC already ensures that upon receiving the reconfiguration command the SCells are deactivated. 

=>
No need for a clarification. CR is not agreed.
R2-121563
Clarification of Timing Advance adjustment delay requirements; HTC; Disc; 36.321; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

withdrawn
36.302:

R2-121382
Correction to UL Parallel Transmission of Simultaneous Physical Channels; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.302; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core  ; 

-
NSN thinks that a UE not supporting simultaneous transmission does also not support it for different cells. LG wonders into which PUSCH the control signaling is piggybacked then. Intel shares NSN’s views. Intel thinks this is described in 36.213 how the mapping is done if there is PUSCH only in SCells. LG acknowledged this. 

=> 
Not agreed

R2-121445
Correction to the combination of physical uplink channels; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 36.302; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

Change 1: It is clarified that the table 8.1-1 specifies which uplink channels and SRS that can be sent in parallel per subframe.

-
NSN thinks the intention is to define the events that can happen at the same time. It is clear that is not about transmission in the same symbol. No need to add something now. Ericsson thinks the confusing part was only added in the last meeting. NSN thinks that we agreed the formulation since it describes parallel transmission of SRS in the same symbol. Huawei agrees. Huawei thinks that the parallel transmission is quite clear from RAN1 specs.
Change 2: The header of the table 8.1-1 is corrected to include also SRS.

-

Change 3: Rows are added in the table 8.1-1 to indicate each combination of uplink channels and SRS that are applicable for parallel transmission.

-
Last row does not seem to be correct for a UE not supporting simultaneous PUSCH/PUSCH. Ericsson acknowledges that this needs to be corrected. 
Change 4: The “Note 3” is removed because it is confusing.

-


=>
No support. CR is not agreed.
MBMS

R2-121386
Protection of the MBMS Counting Response message; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; MBMS_LTE_enh-Core; 

-
CATT thinks we should not allow the UE to send the indication prior to security activation. 

-
Huawei does not really understand the motivation for this CR. Waiting for the security activation does not prevent the UE from sending the counting response. Ericsson shares that view. Ericsson thinks that this CR lacks analysis of security aspects. NSN agrees that it does not give a gain to get it a few 10 milliseconds earlier. HTC agrees and sees a need of a security threat.

-
LG thinks it would be beneficial to send the indication unprotected and would like to align with e.g. the MBMS Interest Indication. 

=>
No support. CR is not agreed.
R2-121647
Clarification of mch-SchedulingPeriod configuration; Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; MBMS_LTE; 

-
LG thinks we already confirmed that this is correct in RAN2-75 but then we agreed that there is no need to clarify. ALU thinks we agreed in the last meeting that we could discuss offline whether we clarify this. MediaTek supports the CR but thinks that also the MCCH repetition period would need to be clarified. ALU thinks the MCCH configuration is done separately. CATT shares ALU’s view and would support this clarification. LG thinks this is already clear from the specification and would consider this as a network guideline which we don’t specify. ZTE considers the CR beneficial but wonders whether it is essential and if there would really be a problem. Huawei is fine with the context but wonders whether this really needs to be corrected in Rel-9. LG thinks there is nothing broken in the spec but if we agree the CR we need to remove the tick on “ME”. Samsung thinks that it could beneficial for the UE to know valid configurations. Therefore, we could tick it. LG thinks it is already clear from the MAC spec. Samsung thinks that e.g. Ericsson indicated that one could hop among MCCHs. With this CR this is no longer allowed. Therefore, the UE would benefit from knowing. At least MAC does not yet clarify this. 

=>
Tick “other specs affected” (No)

=>
With this changes the CR is in principle agreed R2-121864.

R2-121648
Clarification on MCCH configuration; Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks; CR; 36.300; F; REL-9; MBMS_LTE; 
-
LG thinks the second change is already clear from MAC. MediaTek thinks that given the clarification in stage-3 we don’t really need a stage-2 update. Huawei agrees that stage-2 is not wrong. CATT agrees. ALU thinks that it is not yet clear from stage-3 that “The MCCH is sent on the first MCH”. Samsung thinks that RRC clarifies this. 

=>
CR is not agreed.
R2-121834
Clarification on MCCH information validity; HTC; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; MBMS_LTE; [Late]
-
NSN thinks that section 5.8.2.2 covers it so that the CR is not needed. NSN thinks that 5.8.2.2 should be started whenever the UE is interested. HTC thinks that the case where the UE becomes interested is not covered. NSN thinks that we only specify cases where the UE is interested and not the transition. Doing this would introduce problems. 

-
Samsung thinks that also for going outside of the service area an re-entering we decided not to specify all these cases. We leave this for UE implementation. Samsung thinks the changed paragraph says that the UE ensures that the information is valid. It seems to be obvious that it has to update it when it has left service area. LG supports Samsungs view. QC agrees with Samsung. 

=>
No support. Not needed. CR is not agreed.

R2-121835
Clarification on MCCH information validity; HTC; CR; 36.331; A; REL-10; MBMS_LTE; [Late]
not treated

HeNB

R2-121129
T321 value for SI acquisition in case of handover to UTRA; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-9; EHNB-RAN2; 

Proposal 1: 

-
CATT wonders whether this applies to FDD and TDD. QC thinks that it should be applicable for TDD and FDD. But so far RAN4 has only agreed the value for FDD. CATT would prefer to leave it open for TDD and only change it for FDD. QC hopes that CATT is not suggesting different values. If the intention is just to wait for RAN4 that would be OK. 

-
Samsung thinks that SIB3 repetition cycle of 32 frames is their observation. Nokia agrees. And Nokia thinks we should avoid longer values. Nokia also thinks we should try to align TDD with FDD. We could maybe wait until RAN4 has decided on a value for TDD. 

-
NSN wonders whether TDD companies intend to bring this to RAN4 soon. This is already a Rel-9 feature. Samsung wonders what we would do if RAN4 would conclude that 3s are needed for TDD. Would we then use 3s for FDD as well? NSN thinks it depends on the values. 

=>
We will wait until RAN4 has settled also a value for TDD.
R2-121128
T321 value for UTRA SI acquisition; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; EHNB-RAN2; 

=>
CR is not agreed.
R2-121224
Timer value for acquisition of system information upon handover to UTRA-FDD CSG cell; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; EHNB-RAN2; 

=>
CR is not agreed. (without presentation)
FGI

FDD/TDD Split - General:

R2-121221
Clarification on mode specific dependent FGI bits; Samsung; Disc; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

-
Huawei shares Samsung’s view on the three cases but is not sure whether any clarification in specifications is needed. NSN wonders whether any confusion can happen in the current specification. The network will receive two sets of FGIs and the network should be able to interpret those correctly without further clarification. Samsung thinks this is not only about network implementation but also about how the UE has to set the bits. What the UE signals should be consistent. ZTE thinks that case 3 is clear but case 2 might not be as clear and would therefore benefit from a clarification. 

=>
RAN2 agrees that the three cases described in this contribution correctly reflect how the UE should set the FGI bits.
R2-121222
Clarification on mode specific dependent FGI bits; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 
-
Ericsson agrees to the three cases but does not see a need for a clarification of the spec. The proposed text is not really easy to understand. QC shares this view. NSN also does not see a need for a clarification. 

=>
Not much support for adding a clarification.

=>
CR is not agreed.

R2-121223
Clarificatoin on mode specific dependent FGI bits; Samsung; CR; 36.331; A; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

=>
CR is not agreed
FDD/TDD Split of Rel-10 features:

R2-121728
E-UTRA capability handling for dual mode UEs (FDD/TDD) in Rel-10; Clearwire; Disc; Related to FDD/TDD capability split for Rel-10; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
Nokia wonders whether the proposal is not to agree any ASN.1 CRs or is the intention to agree CRs but to leave FDD/TDD split column open? Clearwire would allow the ASN.1 changes to be done now but to leave the decision on whether or not to allow a split for later. Samsung wonders how that works for capabilities. There we would need to address potentially split capabilities. NSN thinks it would be OK to split capabilities according to earlier discussions and to leave the FGI discussion for later. Samsung thinks we would then leave the CRs as agreed last time and just set all Rel-10 FGIs to “no split” if we follow this approach. QC indicates that they have a CR where MDT capabilities are added as allowed to be split. 

-
QC thinks that the MDT capability is currently missing and therefore they add it. NSN wonders whether we need to have this separated. 

-
Renesas wonders whether it should by default be “yes”. 

Question: Can we agree the CR with all FGI split possibilities as agreed last meeting or do we set them to “no” for the time being. 

-
CMCC would prefer to set them all to “no”. QC would prefer to put brackets around them. QC thinks we could also set everything to “yes” rather than restricting flexibility first and only to give it up if we have to. Huawei indicates that the intention was to split only where a clear need was seen and would therefore want to set them to “no”. ZTE agrees with Huawei. 

-
Renesas wonder whether we have a pressing reason not to have a ASN.1 CR.

-
Samsung thinks we need a compromise and wonders whether all values as agreed with square brackets could be acceptable. Would it be acceptable to have all “yes” for FGIs in square brackets? CMCC thinks that the previous discussion did not take into account IOT. FGI split should be based on IOT which is not yet known. Therefore we should leave all to “no”. QC thinks that since the previous discussion did not take into account IOT, the agreed “yes” should be the minimum.
R2-121225
Introducing means to signal different REL-10 FDD/TDD Capabilities/FGIs for Dual-xDD UE; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 
=>
We will agree a CR in order to get the ASN.1 stable. 

brackets to indicate that they could still change based on IOT availability. 

-
Ericsson wonders whether the intention is to remove brackets before plenary. NSN assumes this will not be known before then either. 

-
Huawei wonders what the rule is to change a bit from “[yes]” to “no” in the future. ZTE thinks that square brackets are confusing. We could use TBD if we want to indicate that we can only decide in the future. Samsung thinks that for the setting of mandatory setting operators usually started an initiative to set them to “mandatory”. Something similar could happen here. 

-
The chairman clarifies that all FGI related decisions are supposed to be handled in RAN2 including IOT. 

-
TI thinks we should not set any yes/no now but just think about this more until the next meeting. 

-
CMCC would prefer to set all “yes” to TBD.

=>
Companies can think further about whether the current FGI split settings are acceptable and if not come back to RAN2-78. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-121865
Introducing means to signal different REL-10 FDD/TDD Capabilities/FGIs for Dual-xDD UE
Samsung
CR
36.331
F

REL-10
LTE-L23, TEI10
was supposed to be a revision of R2-121225

=>
finally R2-121865 was withdrawn and former version R2-121225 was in principle agreed

R2-121394
Rel-10 FDD-TDD Capability split; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 

-
Ericsson does not see a strong need to split MDT

=>
Not much support to splitting the MDT capability, CR is not agreed
R2-121174
Rel-10 FDD/TDD Capability/FGIs splitting; CATT; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 

not treated

FGI – UTRA Modes

R2-121392
Differentiating UTRAN modes in FGIs; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9
-
MediaTek supports this CR. CATT thinks it would change the definition of the FGI 8 and 22… how would a legacy TDD network work. QC wonders whether there was any IOT with these FGIs in a TDD network. 

-
NSN wonders whether QC tries to exclude LTE TDD to UTRAN TDD. QC does not want to exclude anything but just want to be able to distinguish IOT for UTRAN TDD and UTRAN FDD. NSN thinks the bits are mandatory for LTE FDD to UTRA TDD and FDD for a dual mode UTRA terminal. So, LTE TDD to UTRAN TDD or FDD could be set to false. QC would like to allow setting “false” for and indication targeting UTRAN TDD.

-
Samsung wonders why FGI27 was not duplicated in the same way? QC thinks that this is already given from the FGI8 which FGI27 refers to. Chairman indicates that FGI27 would have to refer to FGI31. 

-
Intel supports the split for UTRA FDD/TDD but thinks that the combinations that have to be set to true need further discussion. Renesas supports this split between UTRAN TDD and FDD. Renesas think that also some bits in 25.331 should be split

-
NSN observes that UE vendors want to split everything but does not see consistencies. NSN wonders about the dependency of SR-VCC on the PS HO. CATT agrees that the splitting would be good but would propose not to touch the current definition of the FGIs. 

-
Nvidia wonders whether there is a connection between FGI 19 and 22. 

=>
We agree that we will differentiate UTRAN related FGI bits by UTRAN FDD and UTRAN TDD.

=>
Further details of how to realize this in the FGI table (dependencies between FGIs; mandatory settings; …) can be discussed offline and be brought up in this meeting or in the next meeting.
=>
revised in R2-121953

R2-121953
Differentiating UTRAN modes in FGIs; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9;
-
NSN is OK with the splitting but wants to avoid behaviour changes for the single mode UE. Therefore, NSN would suggest the wording. QC suggests to remove for now the text “- even if the UE sets bits 38 and 39, it shall still set bit number 8  to 1 if the handover is tested for both UTRA FDD and UTRA TDD, when both modes are supported.”. QC wonders why the questions were not asked for FGI19. 

-
ALU would like some more time to look into it in detail. 

-
QC thinks that this will have an impact on the VoIP continuity discussion and we would need to reference from the LS. 

=>
Will come back next meeting so that companies have time to check the details.

=>
CR is postponed
R2-121173
Analysis on FGIs for 3/4-mode UE; CATT; Disc; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

not treated

R2-121549
Corrections and Clarifications on UTRA related FGIs; CATT; CR; 36.331; F; CR related to R2-121173; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

-
QC wonders how this work for the FDD/TDD splitting on the source (LTE) side. Samsung thinks if we want to go this way we would introduce 6 new bits which are target more specific and since they are in the split container they are also split on the source side. Chairman wonders what the benefit of this new table is. NSN would also not want to see a new table outside the FGI table. 

=>
We handle the UTRAN FDD/TDD split in the existing FGI table. 

=>
CR is not agreed
R2-121551
Corrections and Clarifications on UTRA related FGIs; CATT; CR; 36.331; A; CR related to R2-121173; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

=>
CR is not agreed
FGI - Other:

R2-121159
Discussion on FGI bits; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

-
ALU clarifies that the network would only assume that all UEs of a future Release (Rel-10) would support all FGIs if the table is not included. For a Rel-9 UE the NW would assume that non of the bits are supported if the table is not included. 

-
QC agrees and indicates that it was actually discussed in the email discussion. 

=>
Noted

R2-121447
Handling of features in FGI1 and FGI2; Huawei, HiSilicon, Telecom Italia; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

-
CMCC thinks that in order to avoid down-grading they support the CR. 

-
MediaTek also supports the CR. 

-
ZTE wonders about the release for the CR. The bits are allowed to be split for Rel-9. But now the CR claims that IOT is available for both modes of FGI31. Huawei clarifies that the reason for not needing a split is that the new bit only comprises the features where IOT is available for TDD and FDD. 

-
NSN wonders why we initially defined FGIs and now start to split or re-group them. What is the intention for the remaining features? Vodafone is in general concerned about the approach to pick certain FGIs that seem to be ready and to put them into a separate FGI. Then, Vodafone thinks that if we introduce this new bit we could set the split to “yes” as well. Huawei explains that the remaining features in FGI1 and FGI2 will probably never be supported in practice. NSN wonders why we then still consider the other features associated with FGI1&2 to be mandatory for the UE. TI wants to have all the features to be mandatory but unfortunately, for some features no IOT is available. 

-
QC suggests that we split everything from the start so that we don’t end up with these problems later. 

-
QC wonders whether we could change the FGIs 1&2 so that they don’t include anymore the features that are anyway not supported. Vodafone thinks we should not modify existing FGIs. Huawei thinks that sometimes it is unavoidable to add new FGIs or to modify existing ones. 

-
NSN thinks that this new FGI should better be put into the new Rel-9 FGI table. Huawei agrees with this. 

-
ZTE is not too happy about the feature reshuffling but if we have to do it, we should do it in a consistent way instead of cherry-picking. FGI1 and FGI2 seem to group quite independent functionality. Therefore, ZTE would prefer to add two new FGIs (e.g. one for periodic and aperiodic reporting into one and the other features into another FGI). TI thinks that if IOT is available for all these features there seems to be no need to split them. Chairman thinks that if the bit is mandated there is no point in splitting it since both bits would be set to one. 

-
Samsung would prefer to mandate it only for Rel-10. Nokia agrees. TI wonders why the IOT is not available for Rel-9 if it is for Rel-10. QC would like to have more time to check the details and the possibility whether it can be made mandatory or not. 

=>
We can discuss at the next meeting whether we mandate the new FGI for Rel-9. 

=>
The new bit will be moved into the Rel-9 FGI table. 

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-121866.

R2-121448
Handling of features in FGI1 and FGI2; Huawei, HiSilicon, Telecom Italia; CR; 36.331; A; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-121867
R2-121701
CGI reporting in FGIs; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-8; LTE-L23;
R2-121702
CGI reporting in FGIs; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; A; REL-9; LTE-L23;
Both are withdrawn

PWS

R2-121568
Change in Scheduling Information for ETWS; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-8; ETWS, LTE-L23; 

-
HTC thinks that the specification does not talk about receiving multiple notifications. HTC assumes so far to stop after receiving one message. For CMAS this is different. ST-E thinks that such UE implementions could have problems when the scheduling information changes. The note is intended to clarify what the UE should do. Samsung thinks HTC is correct. ST-E agrees that a first paging triggers a UE to read a message. If the scheduling changes while the UE is still reading it, another page must trigger the UE to re-read. Samsung agree with Ericsson that if there is a scheduling change before the UE was able to read the message, the UE must be able to read it again. Huawei wonders if this can happen in practice? Why is it urgent for the eNB to change the schedule? ST-E thinks it is possible for the eNB and then the UE needs to be notified. LG agrees with Ericsson that the network should re-page a UE when changing the schedule. But LG wonders whether we need to clarify this in the specs. There is nothing new in the UE side. HTC agrees. ST-E indicates that the notes are supposed to be UE-friendly and are not supposed to restrict UE implementation. 

-
ST-E clarifies that companies involved thought that similar behaviour for CMAS and ETWS was preferred. Samsung supports the idea to introduce some clarification like in this note. 

-
NSN thinks that the intention was to clarify that the UE is not expected to continuously look for scheduling changes but that it can rely on paging. NSN thinks the SI modification must not be precluded. ST-E thinks that there is common understanding that if ETWS or CMAS information is changed, the UE can expect to be paged. ST-E thinks that if other SI is changed at the same time, the network might send a normal page and that would also imply SI modification. Samsung agrees that also a normal paging with SI modification would trigger a UE to re-read SIB10-12. 

-
ALU points out that normative behaviour is not changed and this note does not change it in any way. NSN does not think this is entirely clear. 

-
Main open question: Does the UE check SIB10-12 (if scheduled in SIB1) if normal paging for normal SI modification is received? 

-
NSN indicates that they can only accept the note if “or SI modification” is added. 

-
Samsung wonders what the intention of the last sentence is. HTC does not understand the point of this sentence either. DOCOMO wonders wehter the message would allow the UE stop reading even if it has not fully acquired the message. DOCOMO would be fine with the note. 

=>
Can discuss further the Scheduling Information for ETWS/CMAS and come back during this week. Finally revised in R2-121956
R2-121956
Change in Scheduling Information for ETWS; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Motorola Mobility, Alcatel-Lucent, Softbank Mobile, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; REL-8; ETWS, LTE-L23;

-
Huawei thinks that “or systemInfoModification” should be added. ST-E indicates that this would be wrong since a systemInfoModification does not trigger the UE to read SIB10 or SIB11. ALU agrees with ST-E that “systemInfoModification” does not require the UE to read SIB10/11 immediately as it would be required for ETWS/CMAS. 

-
LG thinks the second sentence is not important. ST-E explains that this allows the NW to page the UE when the ETWS has stopped. It is a use case but not an additional requirement on the UE. Samsung understands that this has nothing to do with the actual event (earthquake) but the paging message only indicates that the UE does no longer need to attempt to read ETWS. Samsung thinks that the second sentence just clarifies that the UE might receive a paging message with etws-Indication even though no ETWS message is scheduled anymore. Chariman thinks that the second sentence also clarifies that the UE cannot rely on receiving a paging with etws-Indication when SIB10/11 are no longer scheduled. ST-E thinks this is a clarification and so far all these use cases are allowed.

=>
The CR is in principle agreed

R2-121569
Change in Scheduling Information for CMAS; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; PWS-RAN;

revised in R2-121957
R2-121957
Change in Scheduling Information for CMAS; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Motorola Mobility, Alcatel-Lucent, Softbank Mobile, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; PWS-RAN;
=>
The CR is in principle agreed
SPS

R2-121315
SPS reconfiguration during when SPS is activated; Samsung; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
NSN thinks that the eNB could take extra care of it. NSN does not see a need for a note. Panasonic agrees with NSN. It is OK for Samsung not to capture it in the specifications but they would like to know the correct behaviour. 

=>
RAN2 confirms that if the UE with activated SPS receives an RRC connection reconfiguration message including SPS-config (other than releasing SPS) but not including mobilityControlInfo, UE considers it as RRC connection reconfiguration failure, i.e., it will trigger reestablishment.

=>
No need to capture this in the specifications.
R2-121316
Draft CR to 36.331 for RRC connection reconfiguration failure due to activated SPS; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

=>
CR is noot agreed

R2-121091
SPS Reconfiguration; Nokia Siemens Networks, ASUSTeK, LGE; CR; 36.331; F; REL-8; LTE-L23; 

-
Huawei thinks the change is not so essential. The NW could stop SPS before releasing SPS configuration. NSN thinks that today the UE does not expect this and therefore the network would have to deactivate before deconfiguring. The understanding is that the previously agreed CRs introduced some confusion. NSN thinks with this CR the original Rel-8 behaviour and the intention is to still allow that even with the previously agreed Rel-9 CR.

-
Huawei wonders what other behaviour could the UE show other than releasing the configuration. Panasonic thinks that even without this correction the UE would follow the release. Ericsson supports the CR. Samsung does not have a strong opinion. MediaTek supports the CR.
=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-121705
DL SPS HARQ process ID issue when SFN wraps around; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23 ; 

-
LG thinks that the previous issue was about ambiguity and SPS would not have worked. This issue will cause a small amount of packet loss and it should be tolerable for VoIP to retransmit those every SFN cycle. 

-
CATT supports the intention of the paper. 

-
Broadcom clarifies that the “80% impacted subframes” occurs only during the SFN wrap around and not continuously. Broadcom thinks there will be a glitch every 10 seconds. 

-
Samsung wonders whether this happens only when the number of SPS processes is 3. Broadcom clarifies that it happens if the number of processes of 3, 5, 7 would experience this problem. Samsung assumes that 2 processes would be a normal case. 

-
NSN thinks that this was discussed in 2008 and then it was agreed that it could be solved by dynamic scheduling around the SFN wrap around. Ericsson thinks this is not a serious problem and will appear even less in other scenarios. 

=>
Not much support.
Other

R2-121175
Clarification on the impacts of measurement gap; CATT; CR; 36.321; F; REL-8; LTE-L23; 

-
NSN thinks that 36.133 is clear in what a measurement gap is. Samsung does not have a problem with this in general but thinks that nothing is broken and would therefore like to avoid it. CATT thinks that the current spec would result in erroneous behaviour since we don’t consider the subframe after the measurement gap. Broadcom support the CR since the correct behaviour can only be found in 36.133. LG thinks we anyway have to refer to 36.133 where this is described in all detail. So, no need to change it here. Ericsson agrees that it is not a good idea to have this definition here in MAC. Panasonic thinks that we discussed earlier whether we need to distinguish UL and DL and agreed that it would be clear from RAN4 specs. QC supports a clarification. Samsung agrees that it is technically correct. Samsung would suggest to clarify e.g. in an Annex but would not like to change the normative text. NSN thinks that by adding new text the link to the RAN4 spec is lost. QC thinks it is still in the definition. QC thinks we can have a clarification from Rel-10. ZTE supports the CR. Renesas wonders whether something is really broken. Otherwise, why do we have a Rel-8 CR. LG thinks we could add measurement gap to the definition section and refer to 36.133. Nokia would be surprised if there was really any misunderstanding since all UEs must have implemented it. MediaTek also agrees that there is little chance for a misunderstanding. CR does not seem to be needed. Ericsson think we should not fix Rel-8 given that noting is broken. QC indicates that even 36.133 is not entirely clear.

=>
Some support. But more concerns. 

=>
Will not have a CR for Rel-8, CR is not agreed
R2-121176
Clarification on the impacts of measurement gap; CATT; CR; 36.321; A; REL-9; LTE-L23; 

=>
CR is not agreed

R2-121177
Clarification on the impacts of measurement gap; CATT; CR; 36.321; A; REL-10; LTE-L23; 
=>
Can discuss offline whether a Rel-10 CR on Clarification on the impacts of measurement gap could be agreeable. 

revised in R2-121959

R2-121959
Clarification on the impacts of measurement gap; CATT; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; LTE-L23;

-
CATT reports that companies would prefer to have more time to discuss this and to come back next meeting

=>
Can come back next meeting.
=>
Withdrawn
R2-121227
Removal of redundant fields; Samsung; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 
-
NSN wonders whether we have dummy IEs in 36.331. Samsung clarifies that we talk about spare fields and we just introduce one dummy field in this meeting and have some others already. Huawei wonders whether there could be issues with using a spare. Samsung agrees that there could be issues to solve if we want to do it. Samsung clarifies that the document talks about spare fields not about spare values. 

-
QC supports this as general principle. But of course we need to look at every case. 

-
QC thinks we might want to apply the same for UTRAN. For UTRAN there are cases where also the field type is changed when re-introducing it. Samsung indicates that we should usually keep the type. 

-
NSN agrees with QC that in UMTS it happens that fields are set to dummy that are later being re-used… according to this definition should be spare. NSN is hesitant to agree on a principle. Samsung considers the UMTS style not nice and hope that we don’t introduce it in LTE. Samsung suggests to have an email discussion until next meeting to try to cover both UTRAN and E-UTRAN.

· Email discussion until next meeting (Joint) on defining a general rule for handling of redundant fields (Samsung), see [77bis#22]
R2-121249
Discussion on the Handling of T304 in the RRC Connection Re-Establishment Procedure; ZTE Corporation; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
NSN thinks that the retransmission counter in RLC will not increase in RLC since no retransmissions are actually sent. Huawei shares this view. ZTE assumes that upon the next RA procedure the RLC layer will be able to send the retransmission. NSN thinks the content of the Msg3 stays there. Huawei agrees. ZTE thinks according to MAC the buffer will be cleared. Broadcom supports the CR. LG indicates that Msg3 buffer is flushed when RA is initiated. NSN clarifies that the HARQ buffer is flushed but not the Msg3 buffer. Therefore, it will not get new data from RLC and therefore, the max number of retransmissions is not reached. 

=>
Not clear whether the problem really exists. Can discuss further offline.

-
ZTE reports after offline that there is no issue and that no CR is needed. 
R2-121251
CR Correction to the Handling of T304 in the RRC Connection Re-Establishment Procedure; ZTE Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

not treated

R2-121262
Clarification of SR period; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

-
NSN wonders whether this is essential for Rel-9. If we clarify, we should maybe refer to the parameter name used in 36.213. LG proposed it for Rel-9 since the function was introduced in Rel-9. NSN thinks it is more editorial and could be Rel-11. Ericsson agrees with NSN that this is not really needed. LG thinks an early release would be preferred but a later release is also OK. 
=>
We will clarify this in Rel-11. LG will bring it up again.
=>
CR is postponed
R2-121263
Clarification of SR period; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.331; A; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI9; 

not treated

R2-121282
Handling of a SR collision with ACK/NACK repetition; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
Ericsson thinks this behaviour is also clear in MAC by “valid PUCCH resource”. RIM thinks that it needs to be clarified. Ericsson indicates that it says that it needs to be valid and configured. RIM thinks the resource could still be considered valid on MAC level. Broadcom shares RIMs view. Ericsson thinks that valid refers e.g. also to DL subframes which are also not “valid”. 

-
Samsung thinks that sensible UE implementations will not increment the counter even without this clarification.

-
Renesas agrees with the chairman that there could actually be a problem that the UE gets no chance to ever send a D-SR as long as the UE is scheduled in DL. Renesas wonder whether this covers also the RA preamble. Samsung clarifies that with ACK/NACK repetition anyway only every 4th DL subframe can be used. This may require to leave more empty so that there is room for UL transmissions (D-SR, …). NSN thinks that if we anyway have to leave DL transmissions unused, the UE will have possibility to transmit D-SR. 

-
Broadcom wonders whether the same problem exists for collision with PRACH.

-
NSN would prefer not to mention ACK/NACK repetition in MAC but just consider that it is covered by “valid”. Huawei would prefer to have a clarification similar to what we have for the measurement gap. NSN would prefer to phrase it as “and SR is transmitted”. 
R2-121284
Handling of a SR collision with ACK/NACK repetition; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
Renesas would prefer to think more about the underlying problem. 

-
NSN would also prefer to think more about it since also other signals such as RA preambles will be impacted. Ericsson understands that ACK/NACK repetition is used if there is no other way. Sending other signals in parallel would not be possible. 

=>
Can think more about it and come back next meeting.
=>
CR is postponed

R2-121283
Handling Time Advance Command when TAT is not running; Research In Motion UK Limited, Panasonic, ASUSTeK, Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-8; LTE-L23; 

-
Ericsson thinks that the issue can be divided into two questions: 1) What does the standard say and 2) how useful it is. Ericsson thinks that the MAC specification is clear that the timer should be started when it is not running. Also, the L1 specifications don’t know this timer and does not specify how (not) to maintain timing when the timer expired. 

-
RIM anyway wonders whether the UE keeps the timing while the timer expired. RIM thinks that UEs are not prepared to receive it. 

-
Panasonic agrees that the MAC specification currently indicates that it should be received and processed but it was not clear that the UE would need to keep the NTA value. QC supports Panasonic’s view. 

-
Samsung agrees with the Chairman that it is not clear from the specifications but would agree that it would require unnecessary complexity to handle this case in UE implementations. Ericsson thinks that in general the UE must follow the specification. HTC wonders whether anything will happen if the eNB does this but it can also solve it. 

-
NSN wonders what the intention of the document was. NSN would agree with Ericsson’s RAN2 view that it would be allowed but it seems clear that a NW should use it with care. NSN wonders whether the intention is to remove text from MAC. Panasonic thinks that it is unclear what UL timing the UE will use. LG agrees. LG would intend to capture in the specs that UE behaviour is not specified for this case. Ericsson wonders how it can be easier to change the specification rather than doing what is there already. 

-
Chairman is concerned that we cannot say “UE behaviour is not specified” as a UE may then apply the received value incorrectly (e.g. delayed in HARQ) and that may lead to severe UL intereference. Could discuss whether the UE may not restart the TA timer. 

=>
We cannot say that the UE behaviour is unspecified. Can discuss offline whether a change is needed. Can come back later this week after offline discussion.

-
After offline discussion RIM suggests the following:

=>
RAN2 came to the understanding that for a Rel-8/9 UE if TAT is started by a TAC MAC CE after TAT expiry, the resulting UL timing used by the UE may be inaccurate. FFS for Rel-10 whether it is possible to clarify in MAC that the UE keeps the current NTA value after TAT expired and applies the TAC.

R2-121285
Avoiding decipher of PDCP PDUs to be discarded when header compression is not configured; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; CR; 36.323; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
Nokia understands that there is no visible behaviour change. It is just internal behaviour and is therefore up to UE implementation. LG agrees. Samsung thinks that a sensible implementation will do it in this way. 

=>
No clarification needed. This is up to UE implementation. CR is not agreed.

R2-121325
Discussion on inconsistent TB size; Samsung; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
Ericsson think this error case does not need to be specified. Samsung does not have a strong opinion and would not have proposed a note for UL if there would be none for DL. NSN agrees with Ericsson that we don’t need to specify. For DL we have a note since we had specified the behaviour ealier. LG would like a note for consistency. Samsung thinks that if all companies agree to the evaluation in this discussion document they are also OK not to have a note. 

-
Ericsson wonders how this goes together with the RAN1 specification which states that it should discard it whereas RAN2 specs leave it up to the UE. Samsung thinks that the RAN1 does not cover this case. Ericsson refers to RAN1 documents R1-091441 (and CRs afterwards)where this was discussed in RAN1 and as a result of this discussion the sentence was introduced in the RAN1 specifications..

=>
Seems to be covered by RAN1 specifications (discard UL grant in this case). 

=>
If this is confirmed, we should consider removing the note for DL as well. 
R2-121314
Draft CR to 36.321 for inconsistent TB size handling for UL; Samsung, Research In Motion; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

=>
CR is not agreed. 

R2-121372
Clarification to scheduled IP throughput; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; [Moved from 5.2.1 to 6]

-
DOCOMO wonders whether it is for Rel-10 or Rel-11. MediaTek thinks it is more a clarification and not related to the Rel-11 discussions. MediaTek supports the intention. 

-
DOCOMO thinks it should be treated in the joint session. Chairman clarifies that it is a correction to L2 measurements in general and therefore LTE only. 

-
LG thinks that reaching maximum number of retransmissions in RLC is rare and the amount of data would be very small and therefore the change insignificant. Huawei indicates that it is MAC, so not RLC retransmissions. 

-
Ericsson and NSN think that the intention is to cover successful transmissions. 

-
Chairman thinks we could clarify that we consider the time when the transmission of the second last piece of data was sucessully completes or aborted. LG clarifies that for RLC AM this last piece of data would be retransmitted by RLC and therefore the burst would not have ended anyway. So, this correction would only apply to RLC UM. MediaTek thinks that the RLC retransmissions are not taken into account. 

=>
Can discuss offline whether anything needs to be clarified. 

-
After offline discussion Huawei reports that there are still open issues and would suggest an email discussion to sort out how to solve this issue. NSN thinks that there is general agreement about the scenario but some difficulty to put this into appropriate specification text. Maybe no need for an email discussion. 

=>
Can come back next meeting to resolve the identified error case.
R2-121373
Clarification to scheduled IP throughput; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.314; F; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 

=>
Postponed

R2-121695
CDMA interworking in shared LTE networks; Alcatel-Lucent, Clearwire; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 

-
ALU indicates that Sprint also co-sources the document and supports the proposal. 

-
NSN wonders whether the only impact is in RAN specifications. No impact for SA2? Requirements in SA1? ALU does not know whether there would be SA2 impact but it could probably be avoided depending on the solution we pick. 

-
NEC would be fine with proposal 1.

-
Huawei support proposal 1 and thinks we would need further discussion for the detailed solution. 

-
NSN wonders whether we would address cases where multiple CDMA networks map to a single LTE PLMN. If so we should involve SA2. In the past, exactly these decisions have been taken in SA2. ALU thinks it was discussed in RAN3. 

	Agreements

We intend to support the following network sharing arrangements for CDMA2000

1)
Both MOCN and GWCN configurations to be supported

2)
Different LTE operators can interwork with the same CDMA network

3)
An LTE operator can interwork with different CDMA networks


-
NSN is OK with the agreement but suggests to send an LS to RAN3 and SA2 and to inform them. 

-
Samsung suggests to indicate in which release we intend to do this. 

-
Huawei suggests to evaluate the impacts a bit further before sending an LS. ALU supports this proposal. 

-
NSN thinks that any such additions will have impact on SA2 specifications that describe RAN sharing solutions. 

=>
Companies can continue working on this until next meeting. We will then send an LS to RAN3 and SA2 to inform them.

· Email discussion until next meeting on CDMA2000 network sharing to discuss the open issues. (ALU), see [77bis#23]
R2-121577
CDMA2000 interworking in shared RAN; NEC; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; [Moved from 7.8 to 6]

not treated

Late

R2-121826
Continuous collision between Paging/SI and Measurement gap; Panasonic; Disc; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; [Late TDoc Request]
-
Renesas thinks that UEs are not expected to receive paging during a measurement gap. 

-
ALU thinks that ETWS/CMAS capable UEs “shall” read paging. QC thinks that at the same time there are measurement requirements for the UE. MediaTek assumes that the page would no only occur at the paging occasions but continuously so that a UE in connected could anyway read it. Samsung indicates that paging occurs only at paging occasions. That is the paging occasions of all UEs. Panasonic shares Samsungs view. 

-
ZTE agrees that “E-UTRAN should avoid the configuration that all of the Paging occasions collide with measurement gap” but sees no need to capture this in the specifications. Ericsson agrees. QC agrees and have not yet seen a network where this problem occurs. Panasonic thinks that the UE behaviour is unspecified if the network does not do this. Samsung is reluctant to put such a note in the specification. 

=>
RAN2 agrees that “E-UTRAN should avoid the configuration that all of the Paging occasions collide with measurement gap”. Otherwise it is not guaranteed that the UE will receive the page. 

-
Samsung wonders whether this applies only for PWS operation. QC thinks it must apply also for SI change. This means that a UE does not need to implement the SIB1 reading. 

=>
No need to capture this in the specification.
R2-121827
Continuous collision between Paging and Measurement gap; Panasonic; CR; 36.331; F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9; [Late TDoc Request] 
=>
Not agreed

R2-121836
TAC reception after TAT expiry; HTC; Disc; [Late TDoc Request] [Moved from 7.1.2.4 to 6]
-
Topic is under offline disussion.
=>
not treated
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7.1
WI: Carrier Aggregation Enhancements

(LTE_CA_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-111749)

Agreement status is reflected in running stage-2 CR: R2-120928 (after RAN2-77)

7.1.1
General

E.g. Running Stage-2 CR
No contributions. See [77bis#03] and R2-121899 for an update of the running stage 2 CR.
7.1.2
Multiple timing advance

7.1.2.1
RACH procedure
E.g. Msg2 location for SCell RA? Including output of email discussion [77#25] LTE: CA: Msg2 location for SCell RA [IDT]

RA Failure: FFS whether MAC stops the RA procedure when reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX?

Number of SCells configured with RACH in a STAG?
Msg2 Location

R2-121635
Report of Email Discussion [77#25] LTE CA: MSG2 location for SCell RA; InterDigital Communications; Report; result of email discussion [77#25]; 

-
After short presentation IDT suggests to look at the two CRs

R2-121463
MSG2 Reception for SCells (Alternative B1); Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, Intel, MediaTek, Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 36.321;
revised in R2-121854
R2-121854
MSG2 Reception for SCells (Alternative B1); Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, Intel, MediaTek, Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 36.321;
=>
finally revised in R2-121869 (see below)
R2-121638
MSG2 Reception for SCells (Alternative B3); InterDigital Communications, Renesas Mobile Europe, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., CATT, Pantech, Potevio, ITRI, Panasonic, NTT DoCoMo; CR; 36.321; B; related to email discussion [77#25]; [Late]

=>
revised in R2-121868
R2-121868
MSG2 Reception for SCells (Alternative B3); InterDigital Communications, Renesas Mobile Europe, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., CATT, Pantech, Potevio, ITRI, Panasonic, NTT DoCoMo; RIM; Panasonic; CR; 36.321; B; related to email discussion [77#25];

=>
finally CR was not agreed (see below)
Discussion:

-
Motorola supports B3 but would suggest that the TAG ID is not needed. IDT would suggest that we first try to agree on B1 or B3 and if we choose B3 we discuss the TAG ID. 

-
Samsung sees several issues with B3. The power to be used after reception of Msg2 could be chosen wrongly if the Msg2 belonging to a first preamble is received after the second preamble has already been sent. IDT thinks this can be solved by choosing a strong HARQ operating point. Alternatively the size of the RA window could be increased. IDT thinks the delay is not an issue for the SCell. IDT thinks we should agree on B3 and then resolve this. Huawei thinks the same problem occurs for B1 and result in wrong power. Intel thinks that this problem does not occur. IDT thinks that the problem in B3 can be solved by choosing a log RA response window. 

-
Samsung would like to avoid this interaction between HARQ and RA. Intel shares Samsung’s concerns. Ericsson thinks that a lot of effort is put into B3 to make it behave similar to B1… therefore we could just choose B1. 

-
Furthermore, Samsung thinks that the complexity of B3 is too large and not justified. If both options work we should choose the simpler way. CATT thinks that B3 is simpler for the eNB since no alignment of resources is needed. 

-
IDT is concerned about blocking of CSS when we go for B1. NSN thinks that this is no issue with the functionality available in B1. IDT thinks that without the offset the eNB needs to differentiate preambles between PCell and SCells. Samsung does not see a blocking issue since there will not be that many UEs doing a RA on SCell. NSN thinks that it is also possible to configure different RA resouces. Renesas thinks the CSS load is crucial. Chairman wonders that we considered 30000 RAs per minute possible in MTC evaluations. NSN does not see a blocking issue. Ericsson also thinks that this will never be an issue since many RARs can be sent in one subframe. Huawei is concerned about CSS load since we need RAR for PCells and SCells. 

-
NSN think that B1 and B3 are not too complicated for the UE but for the eNB. B1 would allow reusing existing functionality. NSN would not like to make it more complex. 

-
LG thinks that both options could work and have pros and cons. LG would like to follow simple majority in this case. 


Motorola thinks this discussion is getting too complicated. Motorola suggests to have a B1 solution without the RA-RNTI offset and without the C-RNTI checking. Ericsson would be fine with this approach. 

=>
Msg2 is scheduled via the RA-RNTI on PCell without RA-RNTI offset and without C-RNTI checking. Preamble coordination is up to the network. 
-
Samsung thinks there is almost no impact to MAC. 

=>
We will prepare a CR for this option to verify the solution and its simplicity. The CR can be provided in R2-121869 (Ericsson); R2-121869 is a revision of R2-121854, R2-121868 is not agreed.
-
LG suggests to inform RAN1

R2-121869
MSG2 Reception for SCells; Ericsson
CR
36.321
B
REL-11
LTE_CA_enh-Core
Note:
R2-121869 was allocated as revision of R2-121854 but was misused as revision of the 

running 36.321 CR.

=>
R2-121869 is merged into running 36.321 CR R2-121961
Related to B1

R2-121355
Indicator of SCell-RA-RNTIoffset Signaling; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

not treated

Related to B3

R2-121683
Comments on SCell RACH solutions; Motorola Mobility; Disc;   ; 
R2-121684
SCell RACH Solution B3; Motorola Mobility; CR; 36.321; B; 
R2-121309
RAR MAC CE with C-RNTI; Pantech; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.4 to 7.1.2.1]
All 3 Tdocs not treated

R2-121278
Random Access Response in multiple TA; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; 

withdrawn

RA Failure

Options:

a) UE stops RA preamble transmission on SCell when reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX?

b) UE continues RA preamble transmission beyond PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX. It is left to eNB to terminate the procedure e.g. by deactivating the SCell?
R2-121404
Remaining issue on random access failure for SCell; Samsung; Disc; 

-
LG thinks there could be other ongoing transmission. What is the assumption if the RA fails that will happen to the other traffic. Samsung thinks it will be stopped by the TAT. LG wondes what happens while TAT is still running on that SCell where the RA was performed. Chairman thinks that other transmissions would continue. CATT thinks that upon RA failure also other UL transmission should be stopped. NSN thinks we could take that discussion separately. Since we agreed not to do a reestablishment upon RA failure on SCell. Panasonic thinks that the other transmission is primarily SRS and that should also be stopped. 

-
Intel shares Samsung’s view that preamble transmission should be stopped. Intel thinks this is also related to the timing reference. 

-
Panasonic supports the proposal by Samsung. 

=>
Noted

R2-121377
Handling of SCell RACH Problem; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

-
Acer is concerned that the MAC CE for deactivating the cell could be lost. LG thinks that this will be a very rare case. 

=>
Noted

Discussion:

-
ZTE wonders whether the RA procedure will be deactivated by the eNB explicitly? LG thinks the eNB should send an explicit deactivation or deconfiguration. ZTE wonders why we need additional signaling if we want the same behaviour anyway. NSN thinks that for Rel-8 it was also the UE stopping the RA transmission (via RRC). Motorola agrees with Samsung.  

-
LG thinks that if RA fails the eNB would still need to deactivate the SCell in order to prevent other UL signaling. Samsung thinks that TAT takes care of SRS transmission. Ericsson supports Samsung’s view that deactivation could be left up to the eNB but anyway to stop the preamble transmissions in MAC. 

-
Panasonic wonders whether we also stop SRS transmission when reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX. CATT thinks it should. Ericsson thinks that RA failure does not mean that the UE is out of sync. We do not need to connect these two things. Huawei thinks that there is no problem if the TAT is not running (no SRS). If it is running, SRS will be stopped when TAT expires. NSN agrees with Ericsson and Huawei that nothing is needed. Panasonic thinks that reaching the max number means that the UL is so bad that no signal goes through and therefore there is no point in sending more SRS until TAT expires. Acer supports Ericsson’s view that eNB can take care of the SRS. Renesas agrees. IDT also supports that nothing else needs to be done. 

	Agreements

1
UE stops RA preamble transmission on SCell when reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX


R2-121138
SCell RA Failure; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121189
Considerations on RACH failure handling on SCell; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121347
Discussions on SCell RA procedure when reaching PREAMBLE_TRAN_MAX; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121409
Analysis of RA Failure Handling; Acer Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121529
Discussion on whether to stop RA procedure when RA failure occurs; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-121711
Random Access Failures Handling on SCells; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-121721
Further discussion on the open issues of RACH on SCell; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121799
Reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX; Fujitsu; Disc; 

All 8 Tdocs not treated

SCells with Configured RACH

R2-121139
RACH Configuration in sTAG; CATT; Disc; 

-
Samsung thinks this is extra signaling overhead and there is no good motivation. Therefore, Samsung would prefer to align with Rel-10 behaviour. ZTE thinks that both the configuration and the RA trigger is done by the eNB. Therefore it is up to the eNB to decide. ZTE does not see the connection to the timing reference isse. Samsung thinks the only need would be for changing the TR. Huawei does not want to restrict it to only one SCell being allowed to have RACH configuration. CATT thinks that even if we fix the TR it would give more flexibility for the eNB. 

=>
Will decide once we have decided on Timing Reference. 

-
Continuation after concluding on the timing reference issue…

-
Huawei that with the agreement that the UE can choose the timing reference, the eNB could now trigger RA on any SCell and therefore, Huawei would not like to restrict it to one. CATT shares that view. Samsung would like to align with Rel-10 where only the PCell had RACH. Ericsson thinks that the eNB could configure it on more than one if it sees a need. Samsung thinks that in Rel-10 all RAs were always on the PCell. 

-
Chairman wonders if having multiple SCells with RACH increases the complexity. ZTE would not like to limit the eNB configuration. ZTE thinks it is important to have it on multiple for managing SCells among TATs. QC does not see complexity in storing the configuration but wonders whether there is some switching behaviour. Regarding ZTEs comment, Samsung thinks that we would then also need to allow SCells in the pTAG to perform RA. Nokia thinks there are no compelling arguments for either way. Maybe we can leave this for stage-3 control plane discussions. 

=>
There does not seem to be a big issue in terms of signaling complexity or maintaining the configuration in the UE. There does not seem to be extra complexity for the UE. 

-
Huawei thinks the eNB should be careful before associating cells with the pTAG. QC thinks it could be solved by first moving the SCell in question to an sTAG and then trigger RA. 

-
Pantech thinks that RA of SCell in pTAG can be allowed. 

-
Samsung thinks that with the timing reference decision the probing is not that simple anymore since the eNB does not know which reference was used. Panasonic thinks that if we require the UE to always use the SIB2 linked SCell as reference for the preamble transmission, there would be no problem. NSN indicates that according to stage-3, SCell in pTAG cannot perform RA and we should stick to this decision. Ericsson agrees. 

	Agreements

1
In an sTAG multiple SCells can be configured with RACH resources and the eNB may order RA on any of those SCells.


R2-121434
Number of SCells with RACH configuration in a STAG; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121488
Number of RACH SCells in a STAG; New Postcom; Disc; 

Both not treated

Other

Late or withdrawn

R2-121410
Clarification related with the STAG configurations; Samsung; Disc; [Late]
withdrawn

7.1.2.2
Timing- and Pathloss Reference

Remaining open stage-2 issues on Pathloss- and Timing Reference? Including outcome of email discussion [77#26] LTE: CA: Timing reference for SCell-only TA groups [Ericsson]

Need for RLM on SCells that are associated with an SCell-only TA group?

Timing reference

R2-121557
Summary of e-mail discussion [77#26] LTE: CA: Timing reference for SCell-only TA groups; Ericsson; Report; result of email discussion [77#26]; 

-
ZTE wonders what it means to clarify the timing jump isse. Ericsson thinks that the RAN4 specifications already cover the timing jump. 

-
QC thinks that a timing jump does not happen if TR changes since the UE just maintains the internal clock while changing TR cell. After changing the TR the UE will follow the drift according to the new timing reference. Motorola agrees that a timing jump would not happen but Motorola would still like to keep one TR. Ericsson would suggest to use the PCell then as QC suggests. NSN thinks this possibility was already excluded because of problems with the preamble reception. Panasonic sees also no timing jump issue. But the NW would not know which TR is used in certain error cases. Chairman wonders what the reason for the decision was. Ericsson thinks that these are error cases only in which the NW does not know. IDT thinks by knowing the TR the eNB could configure the TAG. QC also cannot remember the reason why the eNB needs to know. Samsung thinks that the reason was that it could make testing easier. Samsung thninks that PCell could work but we would need to solve the preamble format issue. ZTE would be concerned not to be able to use the short preamble format when going for PCell. 

-
Renesas wonder if there are no timing jumps, would the current mechanism then be enough? 

=>
As long as the timing reference is an SCell from the same sTAG, there is no uplink timing jump even if the timing reference is changed.

-
LG wonders why the eNB has to give a RA order to an SCell other than the timing reference. NSN thinks that in Rel-10 we never change the timing reference. Now in Rel-11 we see problems when trying to change the timing reference. So, better keep the timing reference and never deactivate it. 

-
LG and NSN suggest to never change the TR. Samsung thinks that there is still the error case that it is deactivated. 

-
After offline discussion Samsung reports that companies still see a need for a well defined timing reference (for testing and to prevent the UE from choosing an inappropriate timing reference). Companies also agree that there will be no issue about timing jump. However, companies could not conclude on how to handle the timing reference. 

-
We still have options 0), a), b), c) on the table (d is out).

-
NSN thinks we should try to use the simplest solution, i.e., 0). 

-
LG thinks we should try to agree whether we need to change the TR without RRC. Ericsson thinks that b) and c) would be the simplest. 

-
Samsung and Ericsson think that beyond the RRC reconfiguration we need to resolve for option 0) the same questions as for solution a). Huawei also does not prefer 0). LG thinks it would be a rare. Motorola thinks that it would contain mobilityInfo and therefore require RA for the SCell. NSN thinks we anyway need a method to acquire TA on the sTAG. ZTE thinks that 0) is just another way to change the RACH configuration. It is up to the network to 

Show of hands:

0) 9 companies
a) 7 companies
b) 7 companies
c) 1 companies
-
ZTE wonders what happens if there is just one SCell in a TAG and we deactivate that. 

-
Assumption for 0) is that only one SCell in an sTAG can be configured with RACH resources. Reconfiguration with mobilityControlnfo implies that the UE first performs RA on the PCell and then the eNB needs to trigger RA on SCell. Not sure what this means for performance.

-
Chairman wonders whether initial configuration of an SCell as TR requires mobilityControlInfo. NSN thinks that initial configuration does not require mobilityControlInfo. 

-
Huawei suggests to vote again between a) and 0). 

-
Samsung suggests to “Use any activated SCell from the TAG as timing reference (UE to choose and change)”. Ericsson would support this solution. ZTE as well. Motorola thinks that tests could become more complicated since it is not predictabl if the UE has tried to use each SCell as TR once. NSN thinks that the preamble transmission would still need to use the SIB2 linked as TR. Panasonic thinks this would be good if there is no impact on RAN4. Panasonic is a bit worried that the UE might change a different TR each subframe. Intel wonoders whether this implies that the UE will have to change TR often. Samsung assumes that a reasonable UE would not change the timing reference unless it has to. ZTE agrees. 

	Agreements

1
The UE may use any activated SCell from the TAG as timing reference (UE is assumed to change only when it has to).
This agreement is under the assumption that it does not any problems with respect to RAN4 testability.


Timing Jumps:

Will timing jumps occur when changing timing reference? If so, how large could they be? Can they be avoided by the UE? 

How to select the timing reference:

0) It is not possible to change TR of a TAG without RRC reconfiguration including mobilityControlInfo?

a) The SIB2-linked DL SCell of the UL on which the last RA was performed is the Timing Reference for an SCell-only-TAG? Network ensures that the timing reference is never deactivated or out of coverage. 

b) The SCell with the lowest SCell index in a SCell-only-TAG is used the Timing Reference for that TAG?

c) The PCell is used to maintain timing reference for all UL serving cells whereas SIB2 linked SCell is used as TR for preamble transmission (this avoid the need to change TR for SCell TAGs)? Could use PCell for maintaining sync, i.e., not for determining when to send RA preamble on an sTAG). 

d) Use any SCell from the TAG as timing reference (UE to choose and change)

If 0) or a) is chosen (kept) …
- Suspend UL transmission in TAG when TR is deactivated? Or use the deactivated SCell as reference?

- Disallow deactivation of a TR SCell? By eNB-rule or MAC spec?

- When a RA on an SCell other than the TR is performed, suspend UL transmission in TAG when RA is triggered until Msg2 is received? Or continue using the old timing reference until TAC is received?

If b) or d) is chosen,…

- Need to avoid timing jumps and if so, how?

R2-121368
Performing RA procedure on cell other than the timing reference cell; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121403
Further analysis on timing reference for sTAG; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121712
Timing reference for sTAG; Samsung; Disc; related to email discussion [77#26]; 
R2-121178
Timing reference cell for secondary TA group; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121559
Timing reference for SCells; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121307
Deactivation of timing reference cell; Pantech; Disc; 
R2-121338
Error Cae for time reference; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; related to email discussion [77#26]; 
R2-121366
Handling of the Timing Reference SCell Deactivation; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121493
Considerations on Downlink Timing reference in sTAG; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121190
Considerations on TAG change Procedure; New Postcom; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.3 to 7.1.2.2]

R2-121798
Further consideration on the TAG change procedure; Fujitsu; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.3 to 7.1.2.2]

R2-121230
Handling loss of Timing/ Pathloss Reference Cell; Panasonic; Disc; revision of Tdoc R2-120247; 

All 12 Tdocs not treated

R2-121233
TAG Composition and related aspects; Panasonic; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.3 to 7.1.2.2]
revised in R2-121847
R2-121847
TAG Composition and related aspects; Panasonic; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.3 to 7.1.2.2] [Late]
not treated

R2-121530
Deactivation of Timing Reference SCell in sTAG; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-121690
Timing reference for SCell TA group; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121713
Considerations on timing reference change for sTAG; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-121724
Remaining issues on Timing reference  for sTAG; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

All 4 Tdocs not treated

Pathloss Reference

a) The Pathloss Reference is the SIB2-linked DL and not explicitly configurable

b) The Pathloss Reference of an SCell must be in the same band but can be explicitly configured by eNB

R2-121182
Pathloss Reference for sTAG; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

-
noted
R2-121398
Whether to allow configurable pathloss reference in STAG?; Samsung; Disc; 

-
Ericsson wonders about the expected gain related to observation 1. 

-
Ericsson assumes that RAN4 already assumed the SIB2 linked cell as pathloss reference for a HetNet scenario in Rel-10. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the new carrier type is a RAN1 issue. 

-
NSN wonders why the cell the UE should fall back to when the pathloss reference is deactivated could not have been used in the first place. Samsung thinks that there would need to be a rule for which SCell to select in this case. 

Discussion:

-
ZTE thinks the pathloss reference should be configurable in order to cope with the scenarios listed in the Samsung contribution. Huawei thinks that the interference will be not so strong that the cell cannot be used as pathloss reference. Ericsson agrees with Huawei and assumes that a legacy UE might even use this as PCell. 

	Agreements

1
In the sTAG the Pathloss Reference is the SIB2-linked DL and not explicitly configurable


R2-121192
Path loss reference and RLM on SCell; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121241
Pathloss and RLM for MTA; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121428
Path loss reference for STAG; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121528
Pathloss reference configuration; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-121688
Pathloss reference for SCell TA group and need of RLM; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

All 5 Tdocs not treated

RLM on SCells

R2-121193
Radio link monitoring for Scell in Rel-11; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 

-
Noted
R2-121553
RLF and RLM on SCells; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 

-
Noted
Discussion:
-
Panasonic agrees with DOCOMO and thinks that ITU requires that UE autonomously stop uplink transmission when the DL is too bad. Panasonic thinks that in such situations the L1 should stop any uplink transmission. No other action needed. Fujitsu supports DOCOMO’s proposaland thinks that for CA the UE should perform RLM on SCells. Ericsson explains that as long as there is connectivity on the PCell, the eNB is in full control. Ericsson does not see what is new in these new scenarios. DOCOMO thinks the eNB does not know the condition of the SCell. Motorola does not see a strong motivation for RLM on SCells. LG agrees with Motorola. 

-
Panasonic thinks that we agreed that preamble transmissions are stopped by the UE autonomously. HTC has sympathy for the DOCOMO proposal. HTC thinks that inter-band UL CA scenarios need to be supported. Intel does not have a strong view but assumes that the eNB gets enough information to determine when to terminate UL transmission on SCells. ZTE sees nothing new compared to Rel-10. Samsung thinks that scenario 4 is already there since Rel-10 (e.g. DL-only cells). Panasonic thinks we focused on scenarios 1 and 2. MediaTek thinks we could add RLM now even the usage in Rel-11 is a bit limited. NSN agrees with the chairman that the eNB has enough information from CQI/RSRQ in order to control UE’s UL transmission. ZTE wonders for how many SCells we would monitor the link? Would also SCells in the pTAG perform RLM? Samsung also wonders where we will stop. Samsung thinks we could e.g. run with a short TAT if the eNB knows that the UE is in difficult conditions. QC has some sympathy for adding RLM since in the Rel-11 scnearios it is not possible to set the PCell as pathloss reference. 

-
Motorola assumes that waiting for a UE based timer would probably take longer than having eNB control and wonders whether the proponents have taken this into account. Nokia proposed it once for Rel-10 but it was agreed not to have it since there are other mechanism in place. Nothing seems to have changed and Nokia does not see a strong reason to have it now. 

Indicative show of hands:

a) No need for RLM on SCells: 


b) Introduce RLM on SCells: 

	Agreements

1
We will not introduce RLM on SCells


R2-121181
RLM on SCells; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

not treated

Other

R2-121140
Consideration on Multi-TA Capability; CATT; Disc; 

not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121714
Considerations on timing reference change for sTAG; Potevio; Disc; [Late]
R2-121723
Remaining issues on Timing reference for sTAG; Intel Corporation; Disc; [Late]
Both not treated

7.1.2.3
Other stage-2 aspects

Other issues related to Multiple TA

Number of TAGs

R2-121405
Need of more than two TA groups; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.4 to 7.1.2.3]
-
ALU wonders whether Renesas assumes that there is just one SCell per sTAG. Renesas thinks that there will only be a small difference between the SCells in a TAG. 
R2-121478
Number of TAGs; New Postcom; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.4 to 7.1.2.3]
-
Noted
Discussion: 

-
Motorola wonders whether this is a stage-3 issue. Chairman thinks that the question is whether supporting more TAGs increases the complexity in the UE. QC suggests that we provide the signaling for 4 TAGs and leave it to RAN4 to decide per band combination how many TAGs need to be supported. Huawei agrees and think it could be covered by a UE capability. Nokia agrees with QC that we could support signaling for 4 TAGs and then define per band combination how many TAGs the UE needs to support since it depends on RF as well. Renesas tends to agree that we could design the signaling for 4 TAGs. 

	Agreements

1
We will design the signaling for supporting 4 TAGs. We assume that RAN4 will decide per band combinations how many TAGs are required to be supported by the UE.


TAG ID configuration for SCell in PCell-TAG

R2-121384
Remaining issues of TA group handling; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-121369
TAG ID configuration for SCell in pTAG; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121558
Timing Advance Maintenance for SCells; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.4 to 7.1.2.3]
All 3 Tdocs not treated

Parallel PRACH and PUCCH/PUSCH

R2-121180
Introduction of parallel PRACH and PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS transmission; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.302; B; 
R2-121693
Parallel transmissions of PRACH and PUCCH/PUSCH; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; CR; 36.302; B; 
R2-121456
Parallel Tx in same TAG; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-121401
Max power is same for all PAs or not?; Samsung; Disc; LS06; 

-
Intel supports the intention of the document and assumes that the maximum power could be different for different bands. Intel wondes whether we define the power per PA or per band. Samsung isn’t sure but thinks that there is a table for the power class which defines values per band. NSN thinks it is a RAN4 issue and they should tell us if they see a need for additional signaling support from RAN2. Chairman tends to agree that we could rely on RAN4 telling uns when they need additional signaling. Samsung thinks it could be a pure RAN4 issue but so far the “power” discussions will affect RAN1, 2 and 4. Samsung will consider direct input to RAN4. 

-
Huawei wonders if according to RAN4 specs all PAs have the value equal to to Ppowerclass. Samsung indicates that this is what they wanted to ask. 

=>
Noted

R2-121402
Draft LS on Tx architecture for inter-band CA; Samsung; LSout; LS06; draft LS related to Disc contribution R2-121401; 
R2-121130
UE indication of UL timing loss for secondary TA group; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121552
Initial TA value; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121308
TA validity in Multiple TA environments; Pantech; Disc; 

R2-121141
Consideration on SRS Configuration; CATT; Disc; 

All 5 Tdocs not treated

7.1.2.4
Stage-3 UP details

This AI is handled in a separate LTE UP session chaired by SeungJune (RAN2 vice-chairman): see report R2-121960 in Annex G.
7.1.3
Other
Note:
Parts of this AI (see ***) are handled in a separate LTE UP session chaired by SeungJune (RAN2 vice-chairman):


see report R2-121960 in Annex G.
Not related to multiple TA

E.g. Cell-Specific TDD Configuration?
DRX for Cell-Specific TDD Configuration***
DRX timers follow…:

a) Follow the PCell’s PDCCH subframes? 

b) Follow the union of PDCCH subframes of all scheduling cells?

c) Follow the union of PDCCH subframes of all activated scheduling cells?

d) Follow the intersection of PDCCH subframes of all scheduling cells?

e) Follow the corresponding PDCCH subframes of the scheduling cell (drxRetransmissionTimer)?

… for drx-InactivityTimer, drxRetransmissionTimer and onDurationTimer?

R2-121341
DRX operation with different TDD UL/DL configurations; ASUSTeK, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121640
Different TDD configurations in inter-band CA; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121406
Discussion on DRX for CC specific TDD configuration; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121143
Consideration on DRX Timer; CATT; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.2.3 to 7.1.3]

R2-121451
Active time in case of Cell specific TDD configuration Inter-band Carrier Aggregation; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121454
Active time in case of Cell specific TDD configuration Inter-band Carrier Aggregation in case of Half Duplex Mode; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121492
DRX Considerations in inter-band CA with different TDD ULDL configurations; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121687
DRX operation in inter-band TDD CA; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121726
DRX operation for different UL/DL configuration in TDD; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
PHR / Pcmax

R2-121594
Pcmax Inclusion for Inter-band PHR; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-121317
Discussion on PCMAX reporting in inter-band CA; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121318
Draft LS to RAN4 on PCMAX reporting; Samsung; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated
VoIP Segmentation***
R2-121231
TB size mismatch problem with ePHR in combination with Semi-Persistent Scheduling; Panasonic; Disc; revision of Tdoc R2-120245; 
R2-121320
Discussion on voice packet segmentation due to Scheduling Information; Samsung; Disc; 
Maximum timing difference

R2-121232
Issues on exceeding maximum timing difference of aggregated cells; Panasonic; Disc; revision of Tdoc R2-120246; 

not treated

New Carrier Type

R2-121412
Initial overview on new carrier; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121604
New carrier type and power imbalance; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; resubmission of R2-120496;

Both Tdocs not treated

=>
Will send an LS to RAN1 and RAN4 informing them about our agreements on CA made in this meeting. A draft LS can be provided in R2-121950 (Samsung)

Continuation until next meeting

· Email discussion two weeks (LTE CA) for updating the running stage-2 CR (Nokia), see [77bis#03]
7.2
WI: Enhancements for diverse data applications 

(LTE_eDDA-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-120256)

TR 36.822 captures agreements made so far. Version 0.3.0 capturing agreements of RAN2-77 in R2-121016.

7.2.1
Connected mode DRX

Including outcome of email discussion [77#27] LTE: EDDA: TP for TR on power consumption and DRX [RIM] (agreed updated TR?)

Performance of DRX in RRC connected (compared to IDLE)? Advantages and problems of assistance information for optimizing DRX (power consumption, HO performance, E2E performance …)? What assistance information could be useful? How to provide it?

Text Proposal for TR

R2-121610
Text proposal for TR 36.822: UE power consumption and DRX; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; TP; 36.822; result of email discussion [77#27]; 
- Agreed to include TP in TR?
=>
TP is agreed

=>
Will wait for further agreements made during this week and include them also in a new version of the TR. V0.3.1 can be provided in R2-121952
R2-121952
TR 36.822, LTE RAN Enhancements for Diverse Data Applications, V0.3.1

-
Huawei thinks that there are quite a number of configuration used in this report of which Huawei doubts that they are really usable in practice. But Huawei is anyway fine to agree this version. 

-
RIM has not included the single agreement from this meeting. Can be added later and needs some more thoughts. 
=>
TR is agreed as v0.4.0 in R2-121976
Performance Analysis

R2-121613
Performance of DRX in RRC connected compared to idle; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

-
Nokia thinks that percentage wise there is also a noticeable impact in case of 320 ms. Huawei thinks that a difference of half a mW can be considered not significant. Nokia thinks that there are other values in between 40 and 320 and for some of those there might actually be differences. Huawei agrees that the intermediate values have not been considered. Huawei just wants to point out that at least for 640ms it seems to be better in terms of power consumption when being kept RRC connected but at least the differences between connected and IDLE are marginal. MediaTek is surprised that the trend is so strong. The active time seems to be very short due to short inactivity timer. Would the results look different for other configurations. Huawei agrees that longer times would of course change the results. But Huawei observed that services worked well with these settings. 

-
Samsung thinks that this confirms what we said last meeting: With good DRX parameters, DRX performs well. Nokia agrees and would be happy to see these parameters being configured by networks. Nokia also notices that HetNet parameters indicate that there is an impact with long DRX cycles. Intel thinks that the TR already captures most of these results. CMCC thinks it shows that for a static UEs it is unnecessary to configure short DRX cycles. CATT tends to agreewith Huawei that power consumption with DRX is low. 

-
Huawei concludes from these results that from a power consumption point of view it does not matter whether the eNB keeps the UE RRC Connected or releases it to IDLE. Therefore, the network can decide based on other factors (e.g. UE mobility, traffic pattern, …) whether it wants to release the UE or keep it RRC connected. Nokia agrees with this observation if the DRX cycle is the same as in IDLE. 

-
RIM points out that the results did not take into account the power consumption for UL transmission. But RIM agrees that the results show that there is similar power consumption in DRX and IDLE. RIM thinks that this relation is already pretty well covered with the latest update of the report. Huawei tried some arbitrary numbers for the UL power consumption and noticed that it did not make a big difference anyway. Huawei would think it would be good to state clearly the observation from above

=>
Can consider capturing in the TR something along the lines that “from a power consumption point of view there it makes no significant difference whether the eNB keeps the UE RRC Connected or releases it to IDLE if the DRX settings are the same. Therefore, the network can decide based on other factors (e.g. UE mobility, traffic pattern, …) whether it wants to release the UE or keep it RRC connected.”

R2-121522
Power consumption in idle and connected state DRX; Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

not treated

R2-121747
Evaluation of UE Power Consumption and Latency using DRX Parameters Switching; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

-
Huawei wonders what kind of active traffic was considered. Intel explains it was a model according to the HTTP model for the “active time”.

-
Nokia thinks that the results clearly show that there is a benefit in having different setting for background and active periods. MediaTek agrees that the paper seems to show a benefit and thinks that this is a relevant problem. MediaTek expects that typically many types of traffic will be mapped on one bearer and there is a need to distinguish these. RIM shares that view. ALU thinks that the difference seems to be the delay requirement of the two traffics. ALU wonders whether traffic with such different requirements should really be mapped onto the same bearer. RIM thinks that in fact there will be traffic with different requirements be mapped onto a bearer. If there is only background traffic, the normal QoS requirements do no longer apply. NSN thinks that on the default bearer there is just one PDB and maybe there is no strict requirement to ensure this PDB on the default bearer.
-
Huawei did not observe severe problems when configuring a long DRX cycle. As long as the UE initiates the traffic, the response will also not experience a significant delay as long as it comes before the long DRX cycle is not yet entered again. 

-
Chairman wonders whether the high difference and delay is not primarily because of the particular settings that have been chosen. Intel confirms that these settings are a bit extreme but they have seen the same trend for other settings. 

-
Vodafone thinks that the simulations are quite far away from realistic settings. Vodafone has some sympathy to adjusting the DRX settings but would prefer more realistic parameter values. Huawei agrees to the remark and that the inactivity timer in their contribution was a bit short. However, Huawei is surprised to see simulations that did not use the short DRX cycle which would be clearly better for HTTP traffic.

-
MediaTek thinks that the current QoS concept does not handle these issues of multiple different applications running on a device. Vodafone agrees that this is missing. Chairman thinks that this is the intention of the QoS framework where only the network can decide to configure dedicated bearers with QoS different from the default bearer. NSN thinks that the interpretation of the QCIs in the eNB are completely up to operator choice. NSN thinks that nothing is broken with the QoS framework. Vodafone agrees that the intention is not to enhance the performance of certain applications but rather to decrease the battery consumption. Huawei thinks that we have to ensure that applications running on a device are still running well when we improve battery consumption. Therefore Huawei would consider to choose a reasonable “normal” DRX configuration that offers the expected good performance and then consider a “more energy efficient” DRX configuration and compare whether there is really a big different in battery consumption and how much impact it has on the latency. Huawei think that we already have some sensible DRX configurations in the TR. ZTE agrees that we should consider more realistic settings. ZTE thinks we should also discuss what the trigger for changing the DRX configuration. 

-
MediaTek thinks that we see many DRX configurations that do not really support the QoS requirements. RIM thinks that by allowing to change DRX settings one can avoid the need to revert to IDLE when there is only background traffic. 

-
Samsung thinks that the intention of the paper is to indicat that different traffic might benefit from different DRX parameters. 

-
Samsung actually does not see a big difference between the conclusions of the Huawei paper and the Intel paper. RIM agrees and thinks that by applying the parameters used in the Huawei paper one would get a big hit in performance. RIM is concerned that only Huawei is having this view. RIM is concerned that without adjusting the DRX settings it may be required to fall back to IDLE. RIM thinks that we have a lot of evidence in the TR that adjusting the DRX parameters is very beneficial. Huawei performed HTTP traffic latency with a long long DRX cycle in combination with the short DRX cycle (good battery saving) and still observed good performance. Huawei thinks that could of course agree to send an indication from the UE to the network no matter whether it is useful or not. 

-
Vodafone thinks that there will be gains but we have not quantified them. 

-
DOCOMO wonders if such configuration switching will cause additional signaling. DOCOMO thinks that reconfiguration requires RRC Connection Reconfiguration. 

=>
Most companies think that there is a benefit in terms of battery consumption and performance to adjust the DRX configuration to the current traffic (even if all traffic is mapped onto the default bearer). However we have not yet quantified the benefits. 

R2-121136
Evaluation on DRX and Dormancy Timer for Background Traffic and IM Traffic; CATT; Disc; revised in R2-121855
R2-121855
Evaluation on DRX and Dormancy Timer for Background Traffic and IM Traffic; CATT; Disc; 

not treated

Assistance Information

R2-121465
Assistance information from UE to eNB for eDDA; Samsung; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]
-
ALU wonders what “proper DRX settings” means? Samsung thinks that different application mix may benefit from different DRX settings. ALU wonders based on what this is selected by the UE. Samsung thinks that the UE can use additional cross layer information. CMCC wonders why the UE cannot provide simple characteristics of the traffic? Samsung thinks that instead of restricting to something that will change over time, it is better to let the UE translate its requirements into appropriate DRX settings. ZTE thinks that the network could apply it without checks but ZTE wonders how the UE can determine it. Samsung thinks this could be left to UE implementation and be different for different UEs. But the standard will remain unchanged. RIM wonders how many DRX configurations we are talking about here. Would one bit be enough? RIM thinks that based on that bit the eNB could also adjust other settings (PUCCH allocation, …). MediaTek thinks that the UE does not know the QCI class to be applied and considers it difficult to dertermine the right DRX configuration. NSN shares RIM’s view that it could be kept to a single bit. NSN thinks that the network also has to take other aspects into account. Samsung thinks that the final decision is up to the network. QC thinks it should be possible for the UE to find out the traffic characteristics it is handling. QC would have a slight preference to signal the DRX parametrs since the UE would know the worst delay that it may expect when sending the indication. Nokia agrees with RIM that some assistance information would be nice. 

-
Nokia wonders how the UE could update the preferred DRX settings when new traffic characteristics apply. Samsung thinks the UE would indicate a change of the preferred settings. 

-
LG is still concerned about assistant information and would not like to consider those. LG thinks that the UE could rather use e.g. whether the screen is on or off or being connected to power outlet. Samsung thinks that the power outlet is connected rarely. Samsung thinks that the screen being off means that large delays are acceptable. Anyway, if a UE vendor only wants to use these input parameters it may do so to derive the appropriate DRX values. NSN thinks that if the UE does not want to provide an indication it does not have to. 

-
CMCC wonders how the eNB configures the parameter list. NSN agrees to this question and wonders how many sets this would be. 

-
RIM understands that the network could provide multiple DRX parameter combinations to the UE and the UE could pick one. 

-
RIM thinks that if the UE indicates to the network that the connection can be released, there has to be evidence that there will be no traffic in the near future.

-
RIM thinks that the UE could indicate its speed to the network. 

-
ALU thinks that the intention is to assist the network and may only be sent when there is only background and IM traffic. For other cases we have not seen any problems. Nokia agrees. This could be one or more bits. Ericsson thinks that this applies also when there is no traffic at all. 

-
Ericsson wonders what exactly the “speed” information would be. Samsung thinks it could be the current MSE state. 

-
NSN would like to know the traffic inter-arrival rate from the UE and UE mobility.  

-
DOCOMO thinks that if the UE can provide information to the network we should carefully investigate the usefulness and whether we can rely on the information. LG agrees. If every UE vendor has different implementation the network does not know what to do. Calculation has to be verifiable. NSN agrees that this needs to be considered. TI tends to agree with DOCOMO. It could be better to collect all parameters from the UE. Samsung thinks that information could also be stored in the MME so that the UE does not need to provide it again. 

-
Vodafone thinks that the UE should provide limited information, such as one bit… if we do it at all. 

-
QC thinks that the benefit of the UE is that the application terminates there. 

-
MediaTek thinks that there is no conclusion and that we might have to continue the discussion next meeting.

-
RIM suggests to adopt proposal 3 but there are objections. 

=>
Noted
R2-121972
Email discussion framework for EDDA, RIM, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson,  Qualcomm, ZTE, InterDigital, IPWireless, Telecom Italia, CMCC, China Unicom, Intel, Huawei, HiSilicon, Samsung, CATT

-
Intends to clarify the scope of the email discussion, i.e., focus on the three red bullets in slide 4. 

-
DOCOMO thinks it is important to discuss the need and benefits of UE assistance information. Vodafone thinks that from the offline discussion it was clear that it was not yet agreed that any of this information is needed. Only if it is agreed that something is clearly needed it could be possible to come up with a stage-2 text proposal.

· Email discussion (LTE/EDDA) until next meeting to discuss the benefit/need of assistance information for EDDA: 1) data / traffic characteristic information; 2) some form of UE preference for latency/power/DRX; 3) UE mobility information. If possible, output should be an agreeable stage-2 text proposal (Nokia), see [77bis#25]
R2-121313
Discussion on Assistance information; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121134
Solutions to decrease signaling overhead in R11 eDDA; CMCC, CATT; Disc; 
R2-121457
RRC Connection Handling; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]

R2-121203
UE assistance information for UE power saving and optimized network performance; Nokia Corporation; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]

R2-121252
Considerations on UE Assistance Information; ZTE Corporation; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]

R2-121429
Consideration on DRX Configuration for Background Traffic; China Unicom; Disc; 
R2-121517
Further discussion on UE assisted DRX configuration; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121609
A Framework for Management of Background Traffic UEs; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121746
Support for UE Assistance Information for eDDA; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121774
Benefits of UE role in selecting DRX parameters; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc;
All 10 Tdocs not treated

R2-121512
Signalling Additional Traffic Information for Improved RRC; NEC; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]

Withdrawn

R2-121513
Signalling Additional Traffic Information for Improved RRC; NEC; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]
Withdrawn
R2-121722
Signalling Additional Traffic Information for Improved RRC; NEC; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]
Revised in R2-121831
R2-121831
Signalling Additional Traffic Information for Improved RRC; NEC; Disc; [Late TDoc Request] [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]
not treated

R2-121643
UE assisted information and its requirements; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]

R2-121201
UE assisted information for eDDA; Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; [Late] [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.1]

R2-121354
Identifying background traffic; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.4 to 7.2.1]
All 3 Tdocs not treated

Other Enhancements

R2-121257
DRX Enhancements for Power Saving; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121516
DRX during UL scheduling; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121483
DRX configuration retention while moving from connected to Idle; Samsung; Disc;

All 3 Tdocs not treated

7.2.2
RRC Connection Handling 

Advantages and problems of assistance information for reducing RRC and NAS signalling. What assistance information could be useful? How to provide it?

Analysis

R2-121520
Analysis of RRC connection handling; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 

not treated

Assistance Information

Moved to 7.2.1

Enhancements

R2-121550
On Retaining RRC Context; IPWireless Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121840
Enhanced radio resource allocation for diverse data applications; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; [Late TDoc Request] 
Both not treated

7.2.3
L1 control channels

Evaluations, Problems, Solutions for PUCCH and/or PDCCH load? Need for enhancements? If so, which?

Text Proposal for TR

R2-121611
Text proposal for TR 36.822:  Resource usage for SR; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc;

Not treated
Evaluation

R2-121745
RACH usage for background traffic; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121202
PUCCH analysis for EDDA; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121545
Relevance of PUCCH resource optimisation for background traffic; Samsung; Disc; 36.822; 
R2-121137
Evaluation of SR for Background Traffic and IM Traffic; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121535
Efficient SR resource allocation on PUCCH; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121641
Enhancement for SR procedure by connected UEs; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-121424
Analysis of PUCCH efficiency for eDDA; China Unicom; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]

R2-121432
Consideration on Improvement of SR Resource Utilization; China Unicom; Disc; [Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]

R2-121256
Considerations on PUCCH Enhancements; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121484
PUCCH improvements for Diverse Data Applications; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121614
Handling of UEs with background or IM traffic; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
7.2.4
Other

R2-121612
L2 signalling associated with data transmission; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc;
not treated

Continuation until next meeting

· Email discussion (LTE/EDDA) to agree on the TR update. (RIM), see [77bis#05]
· Email discussion (LTE/EDDA) until next meeting to discuss the benefit/need of enhancements to L1 uplink control signaling. (ZTE), see [77bis#26]
7.3
WI: Service continuity improvements for MBMS for LTE 

(MBMS_LTE_SC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: June 10, target: June 12, WID: RP-120258)

Agreement status is reflected in running stage-2 CR: R2-120927 (after RAN2-77)

7.3.1
General

E.g. Running Stage-2 CR 

R2-121622
Draft update of the stage 2 running CR on service continuity for MBMS for LTE; Huawei; CR; 36.300; B; related to email discussion [77#28], [77#29] and [77#30]; 

withdrawn, see [77bis#07] instead
R2-121651
Clarification of MBMS stage 2 agreements; Samsung; Disc; 

=>
Noted
	Agreements

1
Specify that the UE is allowed to prioritise the MBMS frequency if it can only receive MBMS while camping on that frequency

2
We clarify that the UE is allowed to prioritise the MBMS frequency based on SAI in SI (during a session it is interested to receive) even though the concerned session may not be provided by MBSFN.


R2-121657
TP on Clarification of MBMS stage 2 agreements; Samsung; CR; 36.300; B; 

not treated

CRs

R2-121625
Introduction of service continuity for MBMS for LTE; Huawei; CR; 36.304; B; [Late]
R2-121627
Introduction of service continuity for MBMS for LTE; Huawei; CR; 36.331; B; [Late]
Both are withdrawn

7.3.2
Assistance Information

Including output of email discussion [77#28] LTE: MBMS frequency information in USD [Huawei]

Where to provide SAIs (new SIB, existing SIB)?

R2-121967
Way forward for MBMS open issues; Qualcomm Incorporated, Huawei, Verizon Wireless, Alcatel-Lucent, LG Electronics
-
Noted
	Agreements

1
USD includes Frequency information. 

2
This frequency information in USD helps the UE to identify the frequency of MBMS services it is interested in when MBMS SAIs are not provided in SI (e.g. a UE under R9/10 network, or R9/10 UE that does not understand MBMS SAIs in SI).

3
When MBMS SAIs are not provided in SI, the UE only prioritizes a frequency where SIB13 is provided (scheduled in SIB1). This has to be verified as part of the suitability check before camping on that cell. This UE behavior applies to Rel-9/10/11 UEs.


=>
We will see a Rel-9 36.304 CR capturing this behaviour. A draft CR can be provided in R2-121969 (Huawei)

R2-121969
Avoiding unexpected UE prioritization for MBMS where MBMS is not deployed; CR; Rel-9; MBMS_LTE ; Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
-
Huawei suggests to leave this up for email approval.

· Email Discussion (LTE/MBMS) two weeks to try to in principle agree the Rel-9 CR “Avoiding unexpected UE prioritization for MBMS where MBMS is not deployed” presented in R2-121969. (Huawei), see [77bis#06]
Assistance information

Which SIB(s) to use? 

Indicate SAIs of intra-frequency neighbours (to avoid ping pong)?

Indicate explicitly that no MBMS service is provided (empty SAI list)?

R2-121634
Remaining issues on provisioning of MBMS SAIs in the RAN; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

-
Noted
=>
Can discuss further whether a cell may broadcast MBMS SAIs of intra-frequency neighbouring cells in the SI in order to avoid the ping-pong effect explained in R2-121634.

=>
Companies do not think that these scenarios need to be investigated in the scope of this WI. 

Which SIB to use:

-
QC thinks that SIB5 should be used for inter-frequency SAI and SIB13 for serving cell. CATT agrees. NSN would prefer to put it into a new SIB due to size constraints with SIB5. LG thinks SIB5 cannot be used by a connected mode UE. QC thinks that it is currently only used for reselection but there is no restriction as such. LG thinks that we cannot use SIB13 since a Rel-9 UE would misinterpret this as that the cell provides MBMS. Ericsson thinks that a cell providing MBMS could send it in SIB13, others in SIB5. ZTE agrees with QC. Samsung thinks that SIB5 might be transmitted more frequently than SIB5 needs to be sent. Nokia thinks that the NCL can already grow quite big and we cannot segment the SIB.

	Agreements

1
A new SIB is to be used for transmission of SAIs information. The new SIB acquisition follows similar to SIB13 acquisition procedure.


R2-121144
MBMS Assistance Information Related Issues; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121554
MBMS assistance information and RRC signaling details; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121636
UE behaviour if SAIs in SI is not provided; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-121531
Where to Provide MBMS Assistant Information in RAN; ITRI; Disc;
All 4 Tdocs not treated

Frequency Information in USD

R2-121616
[77#28] LTE: MBMS frequency information in USD; Huawei; Report; result of email discussion [77#28]; [Late]

revised in R2-121856

R2-121856
[77#28] LTE: MBMS frequency information in USD; Huawei; Report; result of email discussion [77#28]; 

=>
Noted

Confirm Understanding from last meeting:

Format of MBMS SAIs of neighbour frequencies:

- MBMS and non-MBMS cells indicate for each neighbour frequency the list of MBMS SAIs of neighbour cells on this frequency?

Idle and connected UE behaviour when MBMS SAIs are provided in system information:

- The UE interested in a MBMS service may use the MBMS SAIs in the USD and in system information to determine for the serving and for each neighbour  frequency if it provides the desired MBMS service without reading SIB13 and MCCH from this frequency?

Current discussion:

When MBMS SAIs of the current cell and neighbour frequencies are provided in system information the UE will not use the frequency information in the USD?

If MBMS SAIs are not provided in system information, there are several possible UE behaviours:

a) the Rel-11 UE is allowed to prioritise a frequency in the USD even out of the service area without checking SIB13 or MCCH (the detailed UE behaviour is left to implementation).

b) the Rel-11 UE is not allowed to prioritise a frequency which does not provide the desired MBMS service as indicated in the MBMS SAIs. (USD is still useful for Rel-11 UEs?)

c) the Rel-11 UE follows Rel-9/10 behaviour

	Agreements

1
MBMS and non-MBMS cells indicate for each neighbour frequency the list of MBMS SAIs

2
If the MBMS SAIs are provided in SI, the UE interested in a MBMS service is only allowed to prioritize other frequencies and indicate interest based on this information.


R2-121358
Assistance Information for MBMS UEs; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc;
revised in R2-121951
R2-121951
Assistance Information for MBMS UEs; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc;

not treated

R2-121371
On the Frequency Information in the USD; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

not treated

Other

R2-121261
Including MBSFN area ID  into EUTRAN MBMS Assistance Information; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121290
Reselection priority with MBMS assistance information; Kyocera; Disc; 

Both Tdocs not treated

7.3.3
Congestion and Admission Control

[77#29] LTE: MBMS congestion handling [Samsung] (Existing mechanisms sufficient? Network controlled prioritization of MBSM carrier in IDLE mode cell selection? Where to camp when cell on MBMS carrier is congested? Additional indicator?
R2-121673
[77#29] - MBMS congestion handling; Samsung; Report; result of email discussion [77#29]; 

-
Noted
	Open Issues

1
Is there (still) any need for introducing an additional mechanism to avoid unequal camping load distribution resulting MBMS prioritisation by REL-11+ UEs

2.
If so, what is the significant justification considering that:


• REL-9/ 10 UEs are allowed to prioritise the frequency unconditionally


• Wouldn’t the problematic basic MBMS UEs most likely be based on REL-9/ 10 (in this respect more advanced UEs are UEs that are able to receive MBMS while camping on a non-MBMS carrier while)

3.
If so, what is it precisely that should be avoided in case the MBMS carrier is congestion (and that can not be achieved using existing means)


• Level 1: Dedicated/GBR bearers


• Level 2: Connection establishment/ signalling/ default bearer


-
After discussion…

	Agreements

1
We rely on existing mechanisms (allow MBMS-based prioritization and use ACB, reject, … if needed)


Possible solutions: 

a) Network indicates whether a frequency may be prioritized for MBMS (if not, a UE may receive MBMS there but not camp on that frequency)?

b) A congested MBMS cell may broadcast an indication that UEs prioritizing MBMS over unicast must not establish a connection for MO data (since it would be released anyway)?

c) UE may prioritize MBMS bearers. Network indicates if it is congested (so that the UE knows that e.g. GBR bearers might not be established)?

d) Rely on existing mechanisms (allow MBMS-based prioritization and use ACB, reject, … if needed)?

R2-121179
Cell reselection rules for UEs active in MBMS; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; 
R2-121301
UE Behaviour in RRC Idle UE; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121676
Handling of congested MBMS frequecy; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121342
Congestion handling for MBMS; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; related to email discussion [77#29]; 
R2-121637
Congestion and admission control; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-121772
Congestion handling of MBMS cell; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

All 6 Tdocs not treated

7.3.4
Other

E.g. MBMS capabilities? Handling of CSGs?

Including output of email discussion [77#30] LTE: MBMS interest indication [LG]
Interest Indication

R2-121385
Report of email discussion [77#30] - LTE: MBMS interest indication; LG Electronics Inc.; Report; result of email discussion [77#30]; 

-
NSN thinks the UE must be informed explicitly whether or not the serving cell supports reception of the MBMSInterestIndication. And also CSGs must be able to provide this indication. Samsung thinks that also a CSG could broadcast the new SIB and that could imply that the cell understands MBMSInterestIndication. 

	Agreements

1
UE in RRC_CONNECTED is allowed to send the MBMSInterestIndication message any time, even before AS security activation (e.g. to avoid that the eNB configures SCells that would prevent the UE from accessing its intended MBMS service).

2
UE needs to know whether or not the serving cell supports the MBMSInterestIndication message to decide transmission of the message. (Details are FFS)

3
The UE may send an MBMSInterestIndication even if the current configured serving cell(s) does not prevent it from receiving the MBMS services it is interested in (proactive indication)

4
The UE shall not indicate interest in the MBMSInterestIndication beyond its capabilities. 

5
For handover preparation, the source eNB transfers ‘MBMS UE context’ to the target eNB, if available.


R2-121633
UE processing capability and MBMSInterestIndication; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; [Moved from 7.3.1 to 7.3.4]

R2-121560
MBMS interest indication and RRC signaling details; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121615
Open issues for MBMSInterestIndication; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121147
MBMS Service Continuity in RRC-Connected Mode; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121345
On MBMS interest indication; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; related to email discussion [77#30]; 
R2-121388
Handling of MBMS Interest Indication for Mobility; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

All 6 Tdocs not treated

Capabilities

R2-121160
UE capability and MBMS; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; 
R2-121555
MBMS UE capability extensions; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121112
MBMS UE Capability; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121145
MBMS UE Capability; CATT; Disc; 

All 4 Tdocs not treated

CSG

Leave IDLE mode reselection between CSG and MBMS to UE implementation? Need to provide additional information about available MBMS services?

Enhancements for connected mode mobility to CSGs? Network may take MBMSInterestIndication into account?
R2-121146
MBMS Continuity and the Relationship with CSG; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121094
MBMS Service continuity and CSG cells; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; [Late]

R2-121293
MBMS related Selection/Reselection issues with CSG cells; Kyocera; Disc; related to email discussion [77#28]; 
R2-121296
MBMS service continuity for mobility to/from CSG cells; Kyocera; Disc; related to email discussion [77#28] and [77#30]; 
R2-121390
Mobility between MBMS and CSG; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121561
MBMS Service continuity and CSG; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121639
Issues regarding support of MBMS service continuity and CSG cells; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-121667
MBMS service continuity for non-MBMS cells (including CSG); Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121305
MBMS cell and CSG reselection for service; Pantech; Disc;
All 9 Tdocs not treated
Other

R2-121680
MBMS convergence and dispersion (including CSG); Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121389
Further discussion on MBMS service continuity; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121161
UE behaviour based on assistance information and MBMS service broadcast status; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; 
R2-121300
Camping for CA-capable UE; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121271
MBMS service continuity for connection re-establishment; ASUSTeK; Disc; 
R2-121273
Consideration on MBMS interest indication and radio condition; ASUSTeK; Disc; 
R2-121302
Further Discussion on Priority information; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121532
Discussion on UE behaviour if the Interested MBMS is not provided; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-121773
MBMS Service Continuity for Inter-RAT Mobility; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

All 9 Tdocs not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121346
MBMS UE Capability; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121666
MBMS service continuity for non-MBMS cells (including CSG); Samsung; Disc; 
Both Tdocs are withdrawn
Continuation until next meeting

· Email discussion (LTE/MBMS) until next meeting on CSGs and MBMS (CATT), see [77bis#27]
· Email discussion two weeks (LTE/MBMS) meeting on the running stage-2 CRs to implement the agreements from this meeting and to progress the CRs. (Huawei), see [77bis#07]
7.4
WI: Network-Based positioning Support for LTE

(LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 09, target: June 12, WID: RP-101446)

E.g. need for explicit indication that SRS is being aborted or updated?
R2-121127
SRS Update/Reset for NBPS; TruePosition; TP; 36.305; 

-
TruePosition suggests to first agree on the need for introducing signaling for reset/update from the eNB to the E-SMLC and further to the LMU.

-
Ericsson wonders whether RAN3 is discussing the signaling between eNB, LMU and E- SMLC. TP thinks that this is an additional procedure which we first need to agree upon here. 

-
Chairman wonders what the consequence of not having the procedure would be. Ericsson thinks this is an optimization that can be considered when the rest of the functionality is clear. Ericsson wonders whether there is no other way for the E-SMLC/LMU to detect this. TP thinks that alternatively the MME could update the E-SMLC about mobility. But TP would prefer to do it over LPPa. 

-
NSN thinks it is unclear what specific parameters are supposed to be updated? Could it be any of the parameters listed in the table. TP clarifies that it would be only an indication that the previously configured SRS resource is no longer be used. Then the E-SMLC can decide what to do. 

-
Ericsson does not think that it is necessarily a bad idea but has a concern that the interface is not in our domain. 7.x.1.2 and 7.x.1.3 should be better discussed in RAN3. Agreeing this here now could be clashing with the RAN3 work. 

-
ALU thinks the stage-2 concept could be discussed in RAN2 and ALU sees some benefit in having such functionality. 

-
NSN wonders what the criteria is for sending the indication. TP thinks that the eNB knows the SRS configuration and could from that calculate the LMU accumulation period and if the parameters change during that time inform the eNB. 

-
Andrew supports the general principle suggested to look also at their paper.

-
TP wonders whether we ask RAN3 to define the stage-2 procedures and send back an LS to us. 

=>
Not agreed (will be discussed in RAN3 based on RAN2 agreements)

R2-121228
Supporting Procedures for Uplink Positioning; Andrew Corp; Disc; 

Proposal 1:

-
NSN wonders what “for any reason” means. Will those be specified? Andrew thinks that it could be any reason but those do not need to be specified in detail. TP thinks it would be good if we could limit the reasons: UE call terminated; mobility event; eNB SRS parameters rescheduled. That should give enough flexibility. NSN agrees that it would help to limit the reasons and to clarify those. Ericsson agrees. NSN wonders whether we need to distinguish “IDLE” and “Mobility”? TP thinks that for the second case the E-SMLC will ask the target eNB. NSN wonders if the E-SMLC needs to knows the target. TP thinks that is for RAN3 to sort out. 

Proposal 2: 

-
Ericsson does not see to provide the exact reason to the E-SMLC. Ericsson wonders why the reasons would be used for. Andrew thinks that the LMU could be used for another positioning request. TP thinks that the causes would have different consequences: UE call terminated: stop; mobility: ask the new eNB; parametr change: request new SRS from same eNB). 

Proposal 3: 

-
Chairman wonders whether Proposal 3 is an optimization of Proposal 2 to save the indication, request, response cycle already possible with Proposal 2. Andrew agrees. ALU thinks this goes into stage-3 details and can be left to RAN3. 

	Agreements

1
The E-SMLC (and subsequently LMUs) should be informed when, for any reason, the UE prematurely ceases the requested SRS signal transmission for positioning.

2
The specific reason (UE released to IDLE; Mobility; Original SRS resources no longer available) for the early termination of SRS transmissions should be communicated from the eNodeB to the E-SMLC to allow the E-SMLC to make a more informed choice as to how to proceed with the positioning request.


-
Chairman wonders whether the text proposal by TP reflects these agreements. TP clarifies that the text would require some updates. 

-
Ericsson thinks that we have not yet discussed the E-SMLC to LMU interface but only the LPPa. TP thinks if we want to leave the LMUP part to RAN3 we should send an LS this meeting as soon as possible. NSN conceptually supports the proposal and suggests to capture basically the agreements in the stage-2 and to leave the detailed stage-2 level protocol description to RAN3. Chairman thinks that we can either just send the agreements above the RAN3 or we try to agree on the text proposal (with some updates). TP agrees with the chairman. Ericsson thinks we did not discuss so much the LMUP so we could just send the agreements to RAN3. 

=>
We will send an LS to RAN3 and inform them about the agreements listed above. We also ask them to provide the stage-2 description for this functionality. A draft LS can be provided in R2-121954 (TP)
7.5
WI: Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE 

(eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111369)

Reduced Power ABS

R2-121494
Views on signalling requirement for reduced power ABS; Samsung; Disc;
revised R2-121848
R2-121848
Views on signalling requirement for reduced power ABS; Samsung; Disc; 

-
QC thinks we should not spend time on this topic in this meeting until we get clear guidance from RAN1. 

=>
Noted. Wait for RAN1 decisions.

R2-121244
Discussion on RA Issue in Reduced Power ABS; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121306
Discussion on non-zero power ABS; Pantech; Disc; [Late]
Both not treated

CRS Interference

-
Samsung thinks that this is also still discussions in RAN1 and maybe we should wait also for guidance. Ericsson agrees with Samsung that we should postpone this discussion. 

=>
Will wait for guidance from RAN1
R2-121776
Discussion on signaling support for CRS interference handling; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121778
Signaling support for CRS interference handling; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; B; 
R2-121617
Network assistance for CRS Interference Cancellation; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121495
Views on signalling requirements for CRS interference handling; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121255
Handling of CRS Interference; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121419
Reading System Information at 9 dB range extension; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121656
Discussion on Rel-11 eICIC assistance signalling; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 

All 7 Tdocs not treated

IDLE Mode

Was postponed until after RAN #55

R2-121497
Idle Mode enhancement for eICIC in Rel 11.0; Samsung; Disc; 

-
ZTE supports to prioritize the femto case. ZTE would also be interested in the pico case. DOCOMO does not support the femto scenario since an operator knows that he is creating a coverage hole. Huawei agrees that we need to understand the use case better and more operator interest. NSN agrees. ZTE wonders whether DOCOMO assumes that CSG will always be in a different frequency. DOCOMO confirms this for closed CSG cells. ZTE thinks that this feature would avoid the coverage hole. Ericsson agrees with Huawei and NSN and would also first like to understand the use case. 

=>
Not much support for the closed CSG use case

	Agreements

We will not attempt to enhance the macro-pico IDLE mode handling

We will not attempt to enhance the macro-CSG IDLE mode handling


R2-121618
Idle mode UE RRM measurement restrictions for eICIC; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

not treated

Inter-Frequency

Inter-Frequency enhancements were postponed until after RAN #55

R2-121498
Inter-frequency eICIC enhancements for Rel 11.0; Samsung; Disc; 

-
ALU wonders what is meant with extended? Same patterns for all frequencies or separate? Samsung assumes different patterns per frequency. 

-
LG wonders which patterns. Samsung would like to support all 3 patterns. 

-
NSN understands that this WI is only intended to cover non-CA cases. 

-
Huawei thinks we could look at CA but would anyway suggest to progress on the measurement requirements before deciding anything on this aspect. QC agrees that this WI is about non-CA but thinks that we still need to think about the case when multiple serving cells use non-CA ICIC. 

-
Ericsson would agree with NSN that we should wait for RAN4 to complete their work. 

-
ALU wonders what aspect we are waiting for regarding CA support. Huawei thinks we need to wait for RAN4 to determine whether accurate measurements are possible. QC thinks that there could be issues like RSRQ measurement requirement where we need to wait for RAN4. But on whether to support CA scenarios can be discussed now. ALU agrees that we can discuss support for serving cell measurement on SCells. QC thinks that the signaling is only supported for the PCell. Samsung clarifies that the IEs are in place but the usage is currently restricted to the PCell. Samsung thinks we need to decide whether we want to support TDM ICIC patterns on SCells and whether we see a use case. Chairman thinks that there might not be much benefit of using an SCell which suffers from heavy interference and can only be used with TDM ICIC. QC would consider it important. Huawei agrees that there could be such scenarios but would prefer to have more time to check. 

=>
Can think further whether measurement restrictions on SCells need to be supported. 

=>
Will wait for RAN4 to progress their work on inter-frequency measurements. 

-
NSN thinks that decided to wait for RAN4 and we have not received those. So, we don’t need to do anything on that now. Motorola agrees and understands that RAN4 is discussing this. No need for another LS. 

=>
No need to send an LS to RAN4

R2-121838
Requirement of measurement subframe restriction for eICIC with CA; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; [Late TDoc Request]
not treated

Cell detection

=>
Will wait for guidance from RAN1
R2-121496
Views on cell detection of weak pico in co-channel hetnet; Samsung; Disc; 

not treated

Other

R2-121658
Using DRX with eICIC; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121839
Connected mode paging enhancement; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; [Late TDoc Request]
Both not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121243
eICIC Issues for Idle Mode; ZTE Corporation; Disc; [Late]

R2-121254
Handling of CRS Interference; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc;
R2-121505
Detection of system information modification; Samsung; Disc; [Late]
All 3 Tdocs are withdrawn

7.6
WI: Signalling and procedure for interference avoidance for in-device coexistence 

(SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111355)

Output of corresponding SI RP-100671 is available in TR 36.816. 

Agreement status is reflected in running stage-2 CR: R2-120929 (after RAN2 #77)

7.6.1
General

E.g. Running stage-2 CR
No contributions. But see email discussion [77bis#08] and R2-121968.

7.6.2
FDM/DRX Solution

7.6.2.1
Triggering and Measurements
Up to UE implementation? Specify performance requirements? Specify measurements for IDC interference? Can the NW set thresholds for when the UE may send an IDC indication?

Open Issues:

The network indicates the carriers for which the UE may trigger an IDC indication? (broadcast/dedicated)

The UE may trigger an IDC indication due to ongoing IDC interference on the serving or non-serving frequencies?

The UE may trigger an IDC indication due to potential IDC interference on the serving or non-serving frequencies?

The detailed implementation of the trigger (measurements/internal coordination) is left to UE implementation?

The network configures a threshold above which the UE is expected to trigger an indication (interference level/ratio of interfered subframes)?

Measurement performance requirements for IDC triggering need to be specified (by RAN4)?

The network configures a prohibit timer to limit repetitions of the IDC indication?

The UE performs measurements on only those sub-frames which are not affected by IDC interference?

R2-121348
Way Forward for IDC Trigger; MediaTek, CMCC, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung, Pantech, Broadcom, Renesas Mobile; Disc; 

-
Intel supports this way forward. 

Proposal 3: 

-
LG thinks that without test cases a Rel-11 UE may send its indication based on its own decision while UEs of a later release may have to follow test cases. MediaTek thinks that without test cases if the UE cannot solve the problem by itself. 

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders what ongoing means for e.g. a reception once every 100ms. MediaTek acknowledged that this is not yet clear. Ericsson thinks that ongoing is difficult since when there is already strong interference the UE cannot receive the message to the eNB to solve the issue. We agreed that the UE could deny the ISM transmission but would need to check that this really works. RIM shares Ericsson comment. RIM thinks that the internal coordination allows to cover also the potential interference to be expected soon. 

-
RIM wonders whether proposals 1 and 2 conflict. MediaTek thinks that the concept of ongoing interference should be the principle but the details can be left for further discussion.
=>
Noted

R2-121645
Measurements and triggers for IDC indication; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 

-
QC wonders what is different compared to the proposal made in the last meeting. QC thinks the way forward already took all this into account. Ericsson thinks that there were FFSs in the agreements from the last meeting. 

-
CMCC wonders how we can define a threshold for expected interference. Ericsson thinks the threshold could be applied to the expected interference pattern. 

-
Broadcom wonder

R2-121286
Potential interference for IDC operation; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; 

-
Pantech thinks that a frequency is unusable only if it there is actually interference and not if it is potential. RIM thinks that the benefit of the internal coordination in the UE is that it can predict interference.  

Discussion: 

-
Broadcom cannot agree to “ongoing” if we have not clearly defined what it means. CMCC would suggest to keep the first agreement. Samsung thinks that onging could mean that if there is an ongoing voice call but Samsung would be happy to lead an email discussion to come to a final definition. 

-
Ericsson thinks the threshold should reflect the performance experienced by LTE and it could be what the UE otherwise implements itself otherwise. 

-
NSN thinks that the network configured threshold does not contradict with the UE implementation threshold. It would rather be an additional level beyond which the network wants to be informed. QC thinks it is different for the NW to find out the interference caused by IDT and therefore it should be left to UE implementation. 

-
Chairman wonders whether proposal 2 implies that we will never define performance requirements since we would never know what to test. 

-
RIM thinks we could remove agreement 1 (ongoing) if we leave everything to UE implementation. It will not be testable anyway. 

-
Pantech thinks that “ongoing” has a meaning and a test could be specified later. 

-
LG thinks that the eNB will receive an indication and we can discuss what the UE is expected to do. Chairman assumes that this is similar to a proximity indication where it is up to UE implementation when to send it. LG thinks that for the proximity indication there are loose requirements in 36.133. 

-
Panasonic wonders whether the intention is to come up with a guideline for a sensible UE implementation. CMCC thinks that agreement 1 could be considered as a guideline.

	Agreements

1
IDC indication should be triggered based on ongoing coexistence interference on the serving or non-serving frequencies.

2
The IDC trigger is left to UE implementation and consequently no performance/core requirements for when the UE may send the trigger will be specified.


· Email disussion (LTE/IDC) to discuss what “ongoing interference” means and to come up with a guideline for the UE. (Samsung), see [77bis#28]
R2-121473
Measurement for mobility purpose during in-device interference; Samsung, Broadcom; Disc; 

-
Ericsson agrees with the intention of proposal 1 but would this be a requirement on the UE and if so, would it have an impact on RAN4 requirements. Samsung thinks that the UE still has to meet the existing performance requirements since the UE would be required to mute ISM transmission if it needs more samples to perform the measurements. QC agrees to phase 2 and phase 3 but wonders what problem is actually to be solved. QC thinks the performance requirements do not need to be met when IDC interference is ongoing. Samsung thinks that if we don’t do it as suggested in this paper we will impact mobility performance. Samsung agrees that they have not yet done a detailed analysis of the impact on mobility performance. 

-
QC and MediaTek wonder whether there is a bad impact when some measurement samples reflect the IDC interference. MediaTek would like to ask network vendors to indicate whether they would prefer clean measurements. NSN would prefer having clear measurements. NSN thinks that alternatively the UE could provide its TDM information and the network could attempt to configure measurement gaps falling into non-ISM phases. If it is possible to do this without that would of course be preferred. 

-
Panasonic wonders what happens if the network does not offer a solution in response to the IDC indication. 

-
Intel wonders how RLM should be handled. 

-
Ericsson and QC are not sure that it is bad not to capture ISM interference. 

-
QC thinks that it could have an impact on ISM. 

=>
Will discuss further whether measurements may/should be colored by ISM interference.

R2-121727
Triggering for in-device coexistence; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121280
Interference measurement for BT; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc;
Both not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121644
Measurements and triggers for IDC indication; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
Withdrawn

7.6.2.2
IDC Signalling Procedure

Proximity indication-like message or re-using existing measurement configuration or capability? What information to provide to the network (for FDM? For TDM?)?

Open issues:

The network indicates the carriers for which the UE may trigger an IDC indication? (broadcast/dedicated)?

IDC indication is a new UL-DCCH Message?

IDC indication contains a list of unusable frequencies (related to the measurement objects configured)?
IDC indication contains all available RRM measurements 

IDC indication contains assistance information for TDM (gap pattern…)?

Upon reception of the indication the eNB may configure additional RRM measurements? While waiting for the RRM measurements the eNB may apply a temporary solution (e.g. TDM) or rely on autonomous ISM denial in the UE. 

The UE also use the IDC indication to provide updates of the IDC situation?

Upon handover the IDC information is forwarded to the target eNB?

The network configures a prohibit timer to limit repetitions of the IDC indication?

R2-121149
On the procedure of interference avoidance for IDC; CMCC; Disc; 

=>
Noted
R2-121092
IDC Signalling Procedure; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

=>
Noted
-
Samsung suggests to discuss whether we want to introduce a consistent behaviour for all the new UL-DCCH messages we now introduce (e.g. regarding forwarding at handover vs. re-sending after handover, …)

	Agreements

1
All necessary/available assistant information for FDM and TDM solutions is sent together (details FFS)

2
The IDC indication is a new UL-DCCH (RRC) Message. (FFS: whether we introduce a general message that could host also other indications (e.g. MBMSIneterestIndication)

3
The IDC indication can also be reused to send the updated assistant information (including the case that there is no longer an IDC problem).

4
In case of inter-eNB handover, the assistant information is transferred from the source to the target eNB.

5
A prohibit mechanism is used to restrict the interval at which the UE may send IDC indications

6
FSS whether the network indicates via dedicated signaling whether the UE may trigger and send an IDC indication. (It is FFS whether the network indicates for which frequencies the UE may trigger an IDC indication and if so, how this information is provided).


· Email discussion (LTE/IDC) until next meeting to discuss which information is to be provided in the IDC indication. (Huawei), see [77bis#29]
R2-121470
Detailed infromation from UE to eNB in the indication to inform in-device interference; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121525
Details on IDC indication; Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121247
Signaling Procedure of FDM solution for IDC; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121766
Assistant information for IDC indication; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121281
Signaling procedures for IDC operation; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121310
IDC trigger procedure; Pantech; Disc; 
R2-121351
Unusable Frequency Reporting; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121359
Signalling procedure for IDC; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121364
Assistance information handling concerning the FDM and TDM solutions; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121471
Signaling procedure to handle in-device interference; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121573
IDC indication configuration and reporting; NEC; Disc; 
R2-121607
Signaling procedures for IDC avoidance; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121696
IDC Indication signalling procedure; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121729
Signaling procedure for in-device coexistence; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121771
Overall IDC signaling procedure; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121770
Mobility procedure considering IDC interference; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; [Moved from 7.6.2.1 to 7.6.2.2]

All 16 Tdocs not treated

7.6.2.3
Enhancements to the DRX mechanism

Stick to DRX as baseline or use gap-like mechanism for IDC TDM? Enhancements to DRX solution?

IDC Gaps vs. DRX

R2-121481
Analysis of IDC gaps; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121649
DRX and IDC gaps for IDC interference avoidance; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121730
TDM solutions for in-device coexistence; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121694
DRX or Gap mechanism for IDC TDM solution; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121093
IDC Gaps and HARQ Operation; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

All 5 Tdocs not treated

DRX

R2-121246
Enhancement in DRX solution for IDC; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121630
DRX enhancements for predictable TDM solution; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121311
DRX enhancement in IDC; Pantech; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121629
DRX enhancements for predictable TDM solution; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
Withdrawn

7.6.3 Autonomous denial
Restrictions for when to apply autonomous denial of LTE transmission/reception? How to specify? Additional information by network or UE?

R2-121150
Consideration on Autonomous denials; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-121650
Autonomous denials for rare signaling; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121482
Autonomous denial constraints discussion; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121686
Restrictions on Autonomous denial; Motorola Mobility; Disc;   ; 
R2-121102
Autonomous denial for Wi-Fi Beacon; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121583
Restricting Frequency and Limiting Impact of Autonomous Denials; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-121797
Network-controlled autonomous denial; Fujitsu; Disc; [Moved from 7.6.2.1 to 7.6.3]

All 7 Tdocs not treated

7.6.4
Other

E.g. forwarding IDC information at handover? 

Forwarding at handover

R2-121096
Inter-eNB Communication for IDC; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121697
IDC Information forwarding; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121097
IDC Signalling to Target eNB; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121312
IDC assistant information on inter-eNB handover; Pantech; Disc; 
R2-121349
IDC Information Forwarding at Handover; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121477
Necessary information forwarding during handover to avoid ping-pong; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121769
Necessary procedure for avoiding ping-pong to problematic frequency; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

All 7 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-121095
IDC and MDT; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121767
IDC considering CA; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121768
Limitation of sending IDC indication; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated

Continuation until next meeting:
· Email discussion (LTE/CMCC) for two weeks to update the running stage-2 CR (CMCC) (R2-121968), see [77bis#08]
7.7
WI: RAN overload control for Machine-Type Communications

(SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111373)

EAB stage-3 details for LTE (discuss and progress running 36.331 CR)
No contributions.

7.8
WI: TEI11

E.g. RoHC Context Transfer? CDMA inter-working with LTE network sharing?
RoHC Context Transfer

R2-121321
Discussion on continuing ROHC context after handover; Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; REL-11; LTE-L23, TEI11; 

-
Nokia wonders why we don’t it introduce it for inter-eNB case as well… it is similar from UE point of view. Samsung thinks that the given time frame will not allow this. Samsung thinks that we might anyway not need to specify context transfer in the specifications since it would anyway be a transparent container and intra-vendor scenarios could also be handled without any X2 changes. Nokia has concerns to introduce a feature that is maybe not likely to be introduced in networks. 

-
Ericsson thinks we should first conclude whether there is significant gain and does not see this yet. Samsung thinks that given that the impact and complexity are minor, this could be allowed anyway. ALU thinks it is a useful feature. 

-
NSN wonders whether this would require to send the context from source to target eNB last minute? Additional restrictions? LG thinks that the RoHC context can be forwarded to the target while still sending data to the UE (context in source no longer updated). Samsung clarifies that they are not suggesting to introduce the inter-eNB handover.

-
Samsung thinks that the uncompressed packets would be transferred from source to target. 

-
Renesas wonders whether the UE would need to be informed whether it is an inter- or intra eNB handover. Samsung thinks that the NW indicates per DRB whether the context is maintained or not. 

-
Huawei is interested to understand the gain. 

-
Samsung suggests that Samsung will provide simulation results to the next meeting

=>
Can come back next meeting

R2-121322
Draft CR to 36.323 to support ROHC context continue; Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent; CR; 36.323; C; REL-11; LTE-L23, TEI11; 
R2-121323
Draft CR to 36.331 to support ROHC context continue; Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent; CR; 36.331; C; REL-11; LTE-L23, TEI11; 

Both not treated

MBMS

R2-121360
On the need for System Time for eMBMS Operation; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, MBM_LTE; 

-
ALU wonders why SNTP is not sufficient. QC thinks that once per 30 days would give too much drift. QC assumes it depends on implementation how often it would need to be. ALU thinks that broadcast is also expensive and we need to know what the actual costs for the two are. 

-
Samsung wonders why accuracy of one second is really important and what fails otherwise. QC understands that DASH requires it. 

-
Chairman wonders whether there is really any consequence of a small drift on DASH.

-
Chairman wonders whether operating systems don’t use NTP anyway as frequently as they want… no matter what SA4 specified. 

-
ZTE thinks that for USD this proposal is useful. Huawei does not think that a couple of seconds matter for USD. CATT shares Huawei’s view. 

-
QC thinks there seem to be concerned about overhead and the question whether UEs use NTP anyway. 

-
Chairman wonders whether one can assume that UEs update via NTP while they are anyway RRC Connected, the expected overhead might be lower than the additional broadcast information in SI. QC wonders how we can ensure this. 

-
NSN agrees with Huawei and CATT. NSN thinks that SA4 introduced the problem and they should consider how to solve it. 

=>
It seems that only functionality under control of SA4 could suffer from this pontential problem and also that SA4 has apparently created the problem. So, if they see a need to fix something and cannot do it on higher layers, we expect them to tell us. 

R2-121125
Clarification on networking sharing for MBMS; HTC; CR; 36.300; F; REL-11; MBMS_LTE, TEI11; 
revised in R2-121970 

R2-121970
Clarification on networking sharing for MBMS; HTC; CR; 36.300; F; REL-11; MBMS_LTE, TEI11;

-
QC thinks they could consider a dedicated bearer for MBMS and would suggest to ask RAN3 before removing the test. 

-
Samsung thinks the CR reflects the current status. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed
Other

R2-121681
UE status reporting; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 

-
ALU would be interested in looking into this idea. ALU thinks that transfer across network nodes needs to be considered case by case. 

-
Samsung thinks that a common case that needs to be considered is that information might have to be updated after source transferred to target. ALU wonders how much commonality between the different messages Samsung really observed. Samsung thinks that we only now decided to forward information between network nodes. Samsung would also like to consider avoiding too frequent updates. 

-
NSN thinks the starting point is that radio interface resources are more expensive than X2. 

-
QC also agrees that this is a good approach. 

=>
Should investigate the commonalities/differences of the new messages to be introduced in Rel-11 (when to send; under which conditions to repeat; when to forward (when source and target support); whether to update after handover; when to consider information outdated…). 

-
Samsung will investigate this further and would appreciate offline input from other companies. 

R2-121324
TB sizes for WB-AMR; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; LTE-L23, TEI11; 

-
Panasonic agrees with the findings but wonders whether the flexibility issue exists also for retransmissions. Samsung thinks it is primarily for initial transmissions. Panasonic thinks that for SPS one would anyway use conservative MCS for SPS initial transmissions.

-
Panasonic also thinks that e.g. ePHR has a general impact. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the problematic cases would also be solved by adding a little bit of padding. Samsung agrees but thinks that too much padding should be avoided. Ericsson thinks that in the example they looked at the padding would be only 5%. 

-
NSN thinks that in 2008 we already included AMR-WB sizes and NSN wonders what has changed in the meantime. Samsung thinks that not all scenarios had been considered. 

-
Samsung would not intend to change TB size tables but rather some more scheduling flexibility for important TB sizes. Samsung thinks that we could e.g. allow more ITBSs (> 15) than what is allowed today. Panasonic thinks this would result in new TBS entries in the table. 

-
LG thinks that most of these codec rates are anyway not used in practice. Samsung agrees that not all codec rates may need perfect support. 

-
Ericsson also thinks that we should think a bit more about it before concluding that there is a problem.

=>
Can discuss further. So far no conclusion that something needs to be fixed. 
7.9
WI: Other Rel-11 WIs/SIs

For WIs/SIs for which RAN2 is not prime responsible WG 

(EEA3_EIA3, leading WG: SA3, REL-11, started: June 09, closed: Dec.11, WID: SP-090457)

(COMP_LTE_DL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-111365)

(COMP_LTE_UL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-111365)
DL CoMP: How to realize CSI-RS based RRM measurements?
DL CoMP Measurements

R2-121699
Measurement for CoMP; Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 

-
Huawei supports to start based on the existing RRM mechanism but thinks that existing we will not be able to use. 

-
NSN wonders how A3 and A4 can be re-used given that RAN1 decided that CoMP measurement set and RRM measurement set will be independent. Motorola finds it difficult that CSI-RS and CRS measurements are comparable to each other. Renesas thinks it is good to start discussing and agrees that we can reuse the framework while thinking about the details. Renesas thinks might need more input from RAN1. DOCOMO suggests to wait for RAN1/4. ALU agrees that enhancements are certainly required but does not think that existing events cannot be re-used. 

-
Motorola thinks there are also some substantial open questions in RAN4 that should settle first. 

=>
We wait for input from RAN1 (about to come) and continue next meeting

R2-121716
Discussions on CoMP architecture and CoMP Set Management Measurement; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 
R2-121183
CSI-RS based measurement for CoMP; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 
R2-121188
Considerations on CoMP measurement management; New Postcom; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 
R2-121420
Measurement framework based on CSI-RS; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 
R2-121646
Measurement Configuration for CSI-RS Based Measurement for CoMP; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 
R2-121749
Configuration of CSI-RS Based RRM Measurement; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 
R2-121802
Discussion on CoMP measurement set Management; Fujitsu; Disc; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 

All 7 Tdocs not treated

7.10
SI: Hetnet mobility enhancements 

(FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, target: Sep. 12, WID: RP-110709)

TR 36.839 captures agreements made so far. Version 0.5.0 capturing agreements of RAN2-77 in R2-121054
7.10.1
General

E.g. updates of TR
No contributions. See email discussion [77bis#30].

7.10.2
Intra-Frequency Pico Deployments

Impact of pico cell placement, DRX parameters and CRE/eICIC

Including output of email discussion [77#32] LTE: HetNet Mobility: Impact of DRX on mobility performance [Nokia]
DRX

R2-121162
Summary of [77#32] LTE: HetNet Mobility: Impact of DRX on mobility performance; Nokia Corporation (rapporteur); Report; result of email discussion [77#32]; 

=>
Noted. Will discuss whether to include results from papers submitted to this meeting. 

R2-121660
Impact of DRX to HetNet Mobility Performance; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 

-
Ericsson argees with Renesas’ observations and proposals and would suggest to include the results into the TR. 

-
New Postcom wonders why there is no improvement in power consumption for longer DRX cycles. Renesas clarifies that the reason is that the increased DRX period causes more RLF and the UE is not sleeping during those phases so that the power consumption is increased. ALU finds this interesting and would like to understand how power consumption was modeled. Renesas explains that the power consumption model was discussed in Rel-8. RIM thinks the model does not consider UL transmission power which would contribute to the power consumption. Renesas did model UL TX power but the effect was not too large since the traffic model did not trigger much UL traffic. 

-
Samsung agrees that close proximity detection in the UE may help. We need to discuss how the UE knows that it is in close proximity. Once we have concluded on that we can discuss how the UE adjusts the measurement frequency. 

-
Nokia thinks that if we have results that everyone can agree upon we can use them to determine whether there is a need for enhancements. 

-
Nokia thinks that they found similar results but in addition to pico-to-macro failure rates are much higher than for other cases. Nokia would also suggest to capture something in the TR.

-
QC thinks that figure 5 and 6 show that there seems to be no specific HetNet problem. Renesas agrees with the observation. They found that DRX cycle length has the biggest impact on the mobility performance for HetNet and macro-only scenarios. 

-
Renesas explains that the proactive solution could also be used so that not only in proximity to a pico cell but also in the pico cell the UE could perform measurements more frequently.

=>
Noted

R2-121163
HetNet mobility and DRX with keep alive traffic; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; 

-
Renesas agrees with the results. 

-
Nokia thinks that these results now show how the HOF/RLF rates change for different HO types (macro-pico, pico-macro, …)

-
Nokia interprets the lowest DRX cycle as performing similar as VoIP with inter-arrival rates of 20 or 40 ms. For those cases much less RLF/HOF are observed. 

-
NSN thinks that these results show a justification for the assistance information discussed in EDDA. When the NW knows that the UE is moving quickly it can configure appropriate DRX settings or to decide when to release the RRC connection. DOCOMO thinks that the NW would know that the traffic is VoIP and could configure DRX appropriately. Vodafone wonders how accurate the speed estimates are and whether they are reliable. Nokia agrees that those are estimates and reflect only the history. 

-
Samsung wonders whether the paper says that the results from the Renesas paper are not so relevant since the ciritical case is when leaving a pico cell. 

-
ALU thinks that figure 2 indicates that impact of DRX on ping-pong is not as big as expected. ALU would expect that the PP rates decrease significantly for longer DRX cycles. 

=>
Noted

R2-121164
HetNet mobility and DRX with background traffic; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; 

=>
Noted
-
ALU thinks that the papers show very high HOF and wonders what rates are acceptable in long DRX cycles. Nokia thinks that operators should probably answer this question. Chairman wonders whether we would need to evaluate perceived QoS e.g. for VoIP, Video streaming, file transfer to decide this. Nokia thinks that maybe it is OK to conclude that in HetNet scenarios it might be OK to accept more HOF/RLF. MediaTek agrees with the chairman that this is difficult to estimate from the results even though MediaTek also shares Nokia’s feeling that it could be OK. Samsung thinks that we could set as a baseline the HOF rates for macro-only scenarios and maybe assume that slightly higher rates are acceptable for HetNets. Then, we could conclude that the NW only needs to be careful with too aggressive DRX settings inside a pico cell. Ericsson agrees that when the HOF rates are in the same order as for macro-only scenarios, that should be sufficient. 


-
Ericsson thinks it woud be good to discuss via email which of these results to inclulde. 

=>
We assume that HOF rates for macro-only scenarios are acceptable as a baseline and assume that slightly higher rates are acceptable at least for background traffic in HetNets. The simulations indicate that for low speed UEs (3 km/h) those can be ensured if the NW avoids too long DRX settings inside pico cells.

=>
Need to look more into acceptable HOF and possibly required solutions for higher speeds (focus on 30 and 60 km/h). 

· Email discussion (LTE/HetNet Mobility) until next meeting to discuss which of the results (including some graphs and numbers) provided to this meeting to include into the TR (ALU) (TR 36.839 v0.5.1), see [77bis#30]
R2-121299
Investigation of DRX in HetNet; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121619
HetNet Mobility in non-DRX environment; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121731
HetNet mobility performance with DRX; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated

eICIC/ABS/CRE

R2-121132
HetNet mobility simulation with eICIC; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

-
Renesas understands that CRE=0dB and would like to know the muting pattern and what the affect is. QC assumed no CRS interference from ABS. RIM wonders whether neighbour cells used synchronized ABS. QC explains that ABS is only used by macros and they are synchronized. Samsung agrees in terms of Handover Performance but wonders how much this affects the system throughput with CRE=0. QC has not investigated that. 

-
Huawei wonders whether all UEs are configured with ABS. QC: All UEs. 

-
Ericsson wonders what traffic was used. QC: Full buffer. 

=>
Noted

R2-121279
HetNet Mobility Performance with Cell Range Expansion; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; 

-
ALU understands that RIM uses RSRP for A3… why not RSRQ. RIM thinks they followed the TR but found that RSRP is not sufficient. 

-
QC wonders if the RSRQ threshold provides is any better than using a different CRE. RIM thinks CRE controls the offloading and we achieve the offloading purpose. Huawei wonders whether the RSRQ would determine the pico cell’s coverage and not the RSRP. 

-
Ericsson wonders what the application model was. RIM explains that they used full buffer.

=>
Noted

Discussion:

-
Chairman wonders what we can conclude from the results provided here. Ericsson thinks that the initial results look promising but thinks we might need another round before concluding anything. ALU thinks that the perfect ABS solve the mobility problems. ALU suggests to conclude that “Perfectly aligned ABS with CRS shifting and 0dB CRE would solve all mobility performance problems but potentially reduce the system capacity”.

-
Renesas wonders whether this is a realistic case. Huawei thinks that ABS is not the ultimate solution as it would also impact the system throughput. ALU thinks that even if we conclude that ABS would solve the mobility problem we cannot assume that ABS is always there and need to optimize further. Samsung agrees with Huawei for the case of CRE=0dB. 

-
NSN wonders whether the statement would take into account DRX or the UE’s mobility state. 

=>
We need further studies before we can conclude whether or not CRE/ABS/eICIC solve mobility performance problems in HetNets. 

R2-121186
Evaluation on cell identification delay in HetNet with CRE; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121131
Consideration on HetNet mobility problem; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121185
Performance evaluation for mobility in HetNet with TD-ICIC; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121245
Performance Analysis on ABS in HetNet; ZTE Corporation; Disc; [Moved from 7.10.5 to 7.10.2]
R2-121708
Evaluation of Mobility Performance in HetNet with ABS at Macro Cells; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; [Moved from 7.10.5 to 7.10.2]

All 5 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-121719
Considerations on HO-Region specific  parameters adjusting; Potevio; Disc; 

R2-121172
Impact of pico cell placement on mobility performance; CATT; Disc; 
R2-121184
Mobility performance evaluation for HetNet; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121717
Enhancement to high speed UEs in HetNet; Potevio; Disc; 

All 4 Tdocs are not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121258
ABS Modeling and Simulation Results; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; [Late]
R2-121662
Impact of Rel'10 eICIC to Hetnet mobility performance; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 

Both Tdocs are withdrawn

7.10.3
Inter-Frequency Pico Deployments

Small-cell detection? How/when to measure? Need for new measurement cycle? Impact of DRX? 

Including output of email discussion [77#31] LTE: HetNet Mobility: inter-frequency small cell detection [DOCOMO]

R2-121487
Summary of email discussion [77#31] LTE: Hetnet Mobility: Inter-frequency small cell detection; NTT DOCOMO, INC. (Email discussion rapporteur); Report; result of email discussion [77#31]; 

Proposal 2: 

-
DOCOMO thinks the scenario is covered. Huawei sees also no issue with this use case. 

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung wonders about the Criterion 6. Is this really needed. Huawei thinks that criteria 6 is not applied for the cell detection part. ZTE thinks that this is important for this case in order to evaluate how good the mechanisms are. 

-
Huawei thinks that Criteria 5 and 1 are not fully aligned to each other. We should focus on 1 instead of 5.

-
Samsung wonders whether 5 and 1 are contradicting. Renesas agrees but thinks that the goal is to optimize both as much as possible. 

-
Nokia agrees with the chairman that the main goal is not necessarily to offload all UEs immediately to inter-frequency pico cells but rather to move those UEs contributing with large data transfers whereras potentially keeping UEs with little data transfer on the macro layer. DOCOMO agrees and thinks that Criteria 5 is maybe not needed.

Observation: 

-
Ericsson thinks that the observation is based on the documents from two companies and assumes that inter-frequency measurements are done continuously which is of course true. However, Ericsson thinks that existing functionality could search for inter-frequency small cells much more efficiently. And therefore, Ericsson does not agree to this observation. Nokia thinks that it could be considered early. DOCOMO wonders what the valid baseline would be. 

	Agreements

1
For inter-frequency small cell detection, the study should focus on the following use case where the UE does inter-frequency small cell measurements for a carrier that is expected to have non-uniform coverage (e.g. hotspot deployment) for offloading/load balancing purposes.

2
The goal is to optimize the data offloading potential (e.g. maximize the amount of data that is transmitted in pico cells rather than in macro cells; maximize the time a UE stays out of the macro cell, …) with the following criteria…


Criterion 1: UE power consumption for inter-frequency small cell measurements in Hetnet deployments should be minimised.


Criterion 2: Any interruptions on the serving cell(s) due to inter-frequency small cell measurements should be minimised.


Criterion 3: Inter-frequency mobility performance should not be degraded by measuring inter-frequency small cells.


Criterion 4: Mobility performance of legacy UEs should not be degraded to improve inter-frequency small cell detection by Rel-11 UEs.

3
Enhancements should be evaluated against mechanisms that can be realized with available functionality.


-
DOCOMO suggestes to evaluate the proposed solutions in an email discussion. 

· Email discussion (LTE/HetNet Mobility) until next meeting to start the evaluation of the inter-frequency small cell detection performance and potential enhancements. (DOCOMO), see [77bis#31]
R2-121248
Small Cell Discovery in HetNet; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121417
Small Cell Detection; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121538
Pico cell detection issues; Samsung; Disc; 36.839; 
R2-121133
Inter-frequency small cell identification with selected broadcast signals; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-121620
UE MSE based inter-frequency measurements; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121664
Discussion on Inter-frequency small-cell discovery; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121665
Using proximity indication for small-cell discovery; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121709
On Network-Assisted Inter-frequency Pico Cell Discovery in LTE HetNets; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121621
Small cell signal based control of inter-frequency measurements; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121623
Efficient small cell detection background search; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121720
Intra-frequency small cell detection in HetNet; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-121787
Inter-frequency measurement for small cell detection; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

All 12 Tdocs not treated

7.10.4
Mobility state estimation performance

Simulation-based evaluation of potential mobility state estimation problems?

Including output of email discussion [77#33] LTE: HetNet Mobility: MSE enhancements [Renesas]

R2-121670
Summary of email discussion [77#33] LTE: Mobility State Estimation Enhancements; Rapporteur (Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.); Report; result of email discussion [77#33]; 

revised in R2-121850

R2-121850
Summary of email discussion [77#33] LTE: Mobility State Estimation Enhancements; Rapporteur (Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.); Report; result of email discussion [77#33]; 

-
Renesas suggests to discuss whether MSE needs to be enhanced. Nokia thinks that MSE does not seem to work very well in HetNets but the question is whether we need to enhance it. Nokia thinks that biased MSE could maybe also have an impact on inter-frequency small cell detection. ALU thinks that MSE is designed for macro deployments and thinks tha it needs to be enhanced. DOCOMO thinks we have to decide which speeds we want to take into account. MediaTek thinks the main problem is not that the results are biased but that they are unpredictable. Even if the UE moves at a fixed speed it might pass a different number of cells. MediaTek thinks that even in macro networks the mechanism is very coarse and only allows distinguishing pedestrian UEs from vehicular. RIM thinks that enhancements could be good and that relative speed is more important than absolute. Intel thinks that the optimal mobility parameters is independent of the mobility speed. Therefore, we don’t need to enhance the MSE for the purpose of mobility performance in HetNets. NSN sees a clear need for enhancements since the current mechanism does not allow preventing high mobility UEs from small cells. Huawei sees need for enhancements. MediaTek thinks that we either don’t use the mechanism or we enhance it. Intel would suggest to really look at some results before concluding that something is needed. Samsung and NSN thinks that enhancements are clearly needed. Renesas suggests to first look at the results before concluding. Motorola does not see a clear need for enhancing MSE. QC is OK to study the suggested solutions further but think it is too early to decide that we really need something. 

-
Chariman wonders how this relates to the findings on intra-frequency scenarios that seem to work pretty well anyway. Nokia thinks MSE enhancements could be used for inter-frequency. Ericsson agrees that we should see the need for enhancements in relation to the mobility performance observed for inter- and intra-frequency. 

	Agreements

1
Several companies see a need for enhancing the MSE in order to enhance the mobility performance in HetNets. We will study further which proposed solutions improve the mobility performance compared to the available baseline. 

2
The goal is to include enhancements for which RAN2 agrees that there is a benefit in terms of mobility performance in the TR.


-
ALU suggests that we have an email discussion to discuss the results provided by several companies. 

· Email discussion (LTE/HetNet Mobility) until next meeting to evaluate the benefits of MSE enhancements with respect to mobility performance and to try to agree on enhancements that are considered beneficial by RAN2. (Renesas), see [77bis#32]
R2-121353
Speed State in HetNet; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121537
Pico to Macro Failure Improvements; Samsung; Disc; 36.839; 
R2-121416
Mobility State Estimation consideration; Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-121744
Mobility performance enhancements using RSRP; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121685
Other solution direction for coping with difficult radio environments; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121187
Evaluation for mobility state estimation in HetNet; New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121250
Further Evaluation on Enhancements of Mobility State Estimation in HetNet; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-121304
UE mobility state aware HO and Inter-frequency Small Cell Detection; Pantech; Disc; 
R2-121536
Mobility State Estimation Enhancements; Samsung; Disc; 36.839; .; 
R2-121624
Improved Mobility State Estimation; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121626
Evaluation of UE MSE and Hetnet Mobility; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121669
On improvements to mobility state estimation; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121707
UE speed-based methods and mobility state estimation for improving the mobility performance in HetNets; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121718
Mobility state reporting; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-121742
Mobility performance enhancements in HetNet; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121743
Impact of random pico cell deployment on the performance; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121775
mobility related parameters scaling based on cell type; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; [Late]

R2-121788
Simple MSE enhancement; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-121541
Providing UE Speed assistance to the eNB; Samsung; Disc; 36.839; [Moved from 7.10.5 to 7.10.4]

All 19 Tdocs not treated

7.10.5
Other

RRC Connection Reestablishment

R2-121710
Discussion on Context Fetch for RRC Connection Re-establishment in HetNets; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-121628
Re-establishment issues in HetNet scenarios; Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121491
RRC connection reestablishment in HetNet; New Postcom; Disc; 

All 3 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-121706
Revised Email discussion: [76#20] - LTE: HetNet mobility calibration simulations; Alcatel-Lucent (Rapporteur); Report; related to email discussion [76#20]; 

-
ALU explains that it was important to update this document since the document is referenced in the TR. Therefore, ALU will also update to this new TDoc number in the next update of the TR.

=>
Noted. Next version of the TR will reference to the results in this updated email discussion report (R2-121706).

R2-121277
Pico cell discovery in a Heterogeneous Network; Research In Motion UK Ltd.; Disc; 

not treated

Late or withdrawn

R2-121165
Discussion on HetNet Mobility; Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks; Disc; [Late]
withdrawn
8
UTRA Release 9 and earlier releases
NOTE:
In AI 8 - AI 11 the references to "Chair" refer to Simone Provvedi (RAN2 vice-chairman) who chaired the UMTS session.

REL-4 TEI4:

REL-5 HSDPA-L23 (RAN2):

REL-5 TEI5:

REL-6 EDCH-L23 (RAN2):

REL-6 RANimp-RABSE (RAN2):

REL-6 TEI6:

REL-7 RANimp-CPC (RAN1):

R2-121825
Reconfiguration messages and HS-SCCH orders interaction for HS-SCCH less
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-CPC, TEI8

· NSN: Why for Rel-8 and not Rel-7?

· Huawei: good question. The orders for this feature were introduced in Rel-8.

· ST-E: there are contributions in RAN1 and RAN3 on this topic. We should update in all groups or none. Many similarities with a correction that was done before for DRX variable. The proposed changes here seem in line with that change. We don’t see a big need for this kind of clarifications. It is already clarified for the DTX-DRX operation. Unless we have a problem in the field we shouldn’t clarify further.  

· Huawei: we had CR in RAN1 this meeting but the CR there addressed a different issue and I haven’t see discussion in RAN3 on this topic. Also we don’t see the correlation with the DTX-DRX correction that was done before.

· ST-E: I haven’t seen the RAN1 CR. I understood that was related to the same topic. This CR clarifies the specs in a similar way of the old CR on the DTX-DRX operation.

· ZTE: if the corrected behaviour is right, we could accept it, but maybe for a later release. What about the RAN1 CR?

· Broadcom: we would prefer to have the CR.

· ST-E: we only correct things in legacy CR if they are broken.

· NSN: small preference to have it.

· Chair: Rel-11 CR?

· Broadcom: we would prefer Rel-10

· Huawei: we would prefer to start from Rel-8, to make it clear. There is an inconsistence.

· NSN: Same view as Huawei

· ST-E: it is a good clarification, but we shouldn’t go back to Rel-8.

· Renesas: we prefer Rel-11.

· Huawei: can we come back on the Rel??

· NSN: should we have this 8.6.6.40? Actions for the reception of IE?

· ST-E: The other change that we did for DRX-DTX was done for section 8.5.X

· Chair: can we agree on a Rel-11 CR?

· NSN: we need to revise the text

· After offline:

· Huawei: we see some support

-
ST-E: for the DRX-DTX we had Rel-8 may and Rel-9 shall.=>
The CR is agreed in principle
REL-7 RANimp-EnhState (RAN2):
R2-121506
Correction of SRB1 mapping info for FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate

· ALU: resubmission from last meeting

· Ericsson: there are interoperability issues unless both UEs and network apply the changes. So what about legacy UEs?. It is a corner case.

· ALU: how can this be a corner case? Also we think that the UE now follow what we specify here, so we are actually solving an interoperability issue, not creating one.

· Ericsson: we are not sure about that. Inter-vendor SRNS relocation in CELL FACH is not as frequent as other cases. About the legacy, now the dedicated signalling match the SIBs. With this CR we say that the network can send different dedicated message compared to the information of the SIBs. We have a different CR with no impact on the legacy UEs.  

· Panasonic: this CR is addressing a normal case. The CR is important, is not a corner case.

· ALU: so you are OK with this CR and you think this is a common case?

· ALU: this section only applies to CCCH, not DCCH.

· ZTE: ALU CR cannot cover the case of Inter-vendor SRNS relocation in CELL FACH?

· Panasonic: the case is Inter-vendor SRNS relocation in CELL FACH or RNC of different Releases/features.

· Ericsson: for all other cases it is possible for the network to have the dedicated info equal to the SIBs. In this sense this case is a different.

· After lunch:

· Ericsson: we need to rephrase the reason for change

· ALU: OK

· Chair: we can do this offline

· Revised in R2-121883, also with the change of Release from REL-7 to REL-9.

R2-121883
Correction of SRB1 mapping info for FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331


F

REL-9
RANimp-Enhstate, TEI9
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-121539
Multiplexing options for SRB1 in enhanced CELL_FACH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331


F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState, TEI8

· We are changing the UE behaviour for the case of common HRNTI, leaving the same UE behaviour for the other cases.

· NSN: why this is Rel-8? What about Rel-7?

· Ericsson: we think is too late to fix Rel-7. It’s up to the UE vendors.

· ALU: 8.5.21 says invalid configuration. Why this is different?

· Ericsson: it is different.

· Broadcom: we think that this CR is useless. 

· Ericsson: we are discussion what is the UE behaviour in Rel-7 according to this section.

· ALU: people have different understanding. What is actually implemented is different, it seems.

· ALU: we want to both address the same use case. SRNS relocation in case of common HRNTI.

· Ericsson: yes, we don’t want to change the dedicated HRNTI behaviour.

· ALU: 8.5.21 is this used or not?

· ST-E: do you want to solve the case of SRNS relocation? In case the mapping is different?

· Ericsson: for us the 8.6.5.19 applies also to the case of dedicated HRNTI.

· ALU: this section 8.6.5.19 is not referenced by any other sections. So for us the only section related to dedicated HRNTI is 8.5.21.

· Ericsson: this is an interpretation.

· QC: both CR could solve the problem. We prefer the ALU CR. We think that this section 8.6.5.19 applies only to CCCH already now. ALU CR will make it clearer.  

· Renesas: both CR try to solve the problem. ALU CR is technically correct. So we prefer ALU CR.

· Ericsson: we need to be careful on this because it is legacy. Do we think that this CR is fixing the issue? Or introduce interoperability issue.

· ALU: we don’t have to fix this in Rel-7 if we have a legacy UE that cannot change Rel-7.

· Ericsson: does my CR fix the issue?

· ALU: only if you have some understanding.

· Ericsson: we think ALU want to fix other issues. We think there is no issue with the dedicated HRNTI. Only common HRNTI needs to be fixed.

· ALU: we answer this question before.

· RIM: we agree with QC and Renesas and support ALU CR.

· Huawei: even without the CR the UE implementation is in one way.

· ALU: we have heard UE vendors opinion.

· Ericsson: we think here we are mixing issues.

· ALU: the majority of the companies think that this section doesn’t apply to dedicated HRNTI.

· Ericsson: we think that the changes are not needed for the dedicated HRNTI.

· Ericsson: we think our CR is a subset of ALU CR, the only part needed.

· Broadcom: it is just to make the spec correct, we don’t see a problem for the relocation case.

· NSN: we would like to have ALU CR.

· Renesas: Ericsson CR has a technical problem for CCCH case. UE would detect invalid configuration and go to IDLE. This is not address in your CR.

· Ericsson: invalid configuration is not UE behaviour unspecified.

· Renesas: Ericsson think is Ok to go to IDLE? It causes call drop. It’s a fatal problem.

· Ericsson: I don’t understand your comment. We think it will work.

· Renesas: 8.5.21 is applied when the UE tries to configure CCCH. In that case the UE can have two different mapping options, so it will send invalid configuration.

· Ericsson: there is an issue in both cases, even with ALU CR. The behaviour in case of common HRNTI is the same in the two CR. The difference is in case of dedicated HRNTI.

· ALU: 8.5.21 applies only for DCCH.

· Chair: can we agree with ALU CR for Rel-9?

· Ericsson: no.

· Chair: only Ericsson is objecting

· Ericsson: can we can back to this after lunch so we can decide if we formally object or not

· Chair: OK

=>
Not agreed.
Discussion after lunch:

· Chair: can we agree with ALU CR for Rel-9?

· Ericsson: OK

REL-7 MIMO-L23 (RAN2):
REL-7 RANimp-16QamUplink (RAN1):
REL-7 LCRTDD-EDCH-L23 (RAN2):

REL-7 RANimp-L2DataRates (RAN2):

REL-7 RANimp-64QamDownlink (RAN1):

REL-7 TEI7:

R2-121455
Clarification of the Security Mode Command procedure in UTRAN
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-7
TEI7
withdrawn
REL-8 LTE-L23 (RAN2):

R2-121570
HCS and absolute priority based cell reselection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
· Huawei: inter-RAT priority assigned and no priority for the inter-frequency, what do you use?

· Broadcom: you use legacy in that case, for inter-frequency

· Renesas: same understanding as ST-E. We see this as a clarification only.

· NSN: same opinion.

· Huawei: we are a bit reluctant. We have a different understanding. We think that in that case HCS should not be used at all.

· ST-E: not applicable at the same time.

· Huawei: we are OK to clarify this, but we need further time to check.

· ST-E: there seem to be a need for clarification

· Chair: that is clear (that we need to clarify)

· ZTE: is there any restriction on the priority settings for absolute priority and HCS?

· Broadcom: you need to combine the absolute priority mechanism with the legacy behaviour. They are not related. So no restriction for the network settings. HCS is only within UMTS. 

· NSN: GSM case is the same. HCS could be used for GSM, while LTE used absolute priority.

· ALU: we have the same understanding as the proponents, but we think this is already covered in section 5.2.6.1.2a in 25.304. 

· ST-E: I agree, but we think we need to clarify something.

=>
Noted
R2-121571
Clarification for HCS and absolute priority based cell reselection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.304
F
REL-10
LTE-L23, TEI10

withdrawn

R2-121579
Clarification for HCS and absolute priority based cell reselection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.304
F
REL-10
LTE-L23, TEI10

· Chair: no Interoperability issue?

· ST-E: no

· Chair: so do we need to tick the network box or not?

· Broadcom: no

· NSN: consequences if not approved might be misleading, We can work on this a bit offline, This should only be a clarification.

· Huawei: how about E-UTRA and HCS?

· Broadcom: it is possible for GERAN but not for E-UTRAN

· NSN: we are ok with the cover page now, after a quick check.

· Chair: we untick the network box in the cover sheet.

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-121819
Corrections on DSAC and PPAC(R8)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
Revised in R2-121871

R2-121871
Corrections on DSAC and PPAC(R8)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
· ZTE: WI code: why DC-HSUPA?

· Huawei: OK

· ZTE: we understand you are trying to decouple the two features, but we wonder about the use case. How real is it?

· Huawei: what do you mean? The network should be able to decouple the two features

· ZTE: sometimes flexibility is not needed

· NSN: there was something forgotten when the CR was done, so we agree with the CR from Huawei

· ST-E: we have the same question as ZTE. Was this intentional? What’s DoCoMo’s view?

· DoCoMo: usually we don’t configure every time together, but separately. So we prefer to de-couple. If operator are using network sharing, can configure for all or not. The CR is nice to have. 

· Panasonic: the two features are independent, and unfortunately there is a dependency in the spec now. We agreed that there is an issue.

· ST-E: operators should speak up. We are not sure about Panasonic opinion.

· ZTE: we are not against operators’ intention, but for example if DSAC is disabled, but PPAC is allowed, what happen? There must be some relationship.

· Broadcom: we are fine with the CR from Huawei.

· ST-E: what about interoperability issues?

· Huawei: we  don’t think that there is backward compatibility issue

· Renesas: we need more time to check

=>
Revised in R2-121890
R2-121890
Corrections on DSAC and PPAC(R8)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
Chair: the work item should not be LTE-L23, but should be DSAC/ PPACR.

Revised in R2-121895
R2-121895
Corrections on DSAC and PPAC(R8)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-8

PPACR
Note:
PPACR was a REL-8 WI but DSAC is not a valid WI code and can therefore not be 


used.
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
REL-8 RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates (RAN2):

REL-8 RInImp8-CsHspa (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-UplinkEnhState (RAN2):

R2-121631
SI transmission during contention resolution
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· Interdigital: if there are two UEs using the resource, there is not one-to-one mapping. 

· Renesas: very good point, but we think that this is a very rare case, the network should avoid that. And even if that happens, the consequence is not too bad.

· Panasonic: on the question from Interdigital, the network can assume that the SI is valid after contention resolution, so the network can handle this.

· Interdigital: here the issue is before the contentions resolution is resolved.

· Panasonic: OK

· Ericsson: today the spec says that the MAC header needs to include the E-RNTI during contention resolution.

· Renesas: current spec doesn’t specify how to report empty SI during collision resolution phase.

· Ericsson: we have a different opinion, based on the MAC spec.

=>
Noted

R2-121238
Scheduling Information (SI) inclusion and detection during collision resolution in enhanced CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· Ericsson: same comment as last time. This is based on the assumption that this might be useful, but we think that there is no use case.

· Mediatek: in general we put use cases that need to be tested as well. If we change this according to QC, should we then test it in RAN5?

· QC: we think it is a valid case.

· QC: what aspect does need to be tested?

· Mediatek: if we have something new and we don’t test it, maybe is not good. Is Rel-8. It is almost as adding a new feature.

· QC: we agreed that we propose to add a new format to Rel-8. We think that this will be used in the field. We don’t introduce test cases for everything, but of course it can be discussed in RAN5.

=>
Noted
R2-121423
SI transmission during contention resolution
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· Mediatek: the UE is supposed to take care that the network doesn’t get confused? 

· Ericsson: we would like to clarify that wrong implementation is not allowed.

· Renesas: how about the empty SI case?

· Ericsson: we clarify that

· NSN: we are fine with Ericsson approach

· Mediatek: same.

· QC: but we think that there is a case missing here.

· Ericsson: no missing case.

=>
Noted
R2-121426
SI attachment during DCCH/DTCH EUL transmission in CELL_FACH state
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Broadcom Corporation, ZTE
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· ALU: “may” and “will” need to be consistent. We prefer “may”.

· NSN: not too sure about interoperability issue. Can you clarify?

· Chair: no interoperability needs to be removed.

· Ericsson: OK

· NSN: some spelling mistakes

· QC: what happen to the case we asked about?

· QC: there are some assumption to make this working, e.g. on the LI length, and grant.

· Ericsson: 1000 bytes for the contention resolution is too big. We discussed this before.

· QC: is this based on the TBS table in the specs? It is still allowed by the specs. 

· Ericsson: we think this is a network implementation issue.

· Chair: we can agree in principle with the CR. We will come back on the CR cover sheet this week.

=>
Revised in R2-121873

R2-121873
SI attachment during DCCH/DTCH EUL transmission in CELL_FACH state
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Broadcom Corporation, ZTE
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState 

· Chair: Typo: interrpreted
· Chair: “This corresponds to the current behaviour.“?

· NSN: should we say something more after “If change 1 is implemented by the NW but not by the UE, SI sent with TEBS<>0 after MAC-i hdr0 may be interrpreted as data”

· Ericsson: I will add “erroneously”

· Huawei: also for contention resolution?

· Ericsson: it applies to both

· Chair: “sate” typo.

· Chair: we will make the above updates.

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-121166
Clarification of MAC-i PDU format when SI is sent alone before contention resolution
Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· Ericsson: we support

· Mediatek: can we merge with the Ericsson CR?

· Broadcom: they are independent.

· Broadcom: ok, we can merge into the Ericsson CR.

=>
The CR will be merged into R2-121873 (revision of Ericsson’s CR R2-121426).
R2-121431
Total E-DCH buffer size in case of CCCH transmission
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR


25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Chair:” and the UE proceeds as below” needs to be removed and the interoperability statement needs to be verified.

-
Mediatek: is this an optimisation?

-
Ericsson: this was agreed at the last meeting 

-
ZTE: mandatory or optional?

-
Ericsson: it’s procedural text, so mandatory

-
NSN: what happen after the UE artificially set this TEBS=0? Up to clever UE implementation?

-
Ericsson: there will be a contention resolution phase. If there is data, the UE will transmit its data.

-
Interdigital: to avoid this potential ambiguity, we could specify that the UE sets the TEBS=0 in the SI, but it keeps internally the real TEBS. 

-
Ericsson: Ok we can work on this

=>
Revised in R2-121874

R2-121874
Total E-DCH buffer size in case of CCCH transmission
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR


25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

After come back:

-
QC: the text was maybe redundant before, now is merged.

-
Ericsson: this text is more correct

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-121739
Corrections regarding the behaviours of H-RNTI stored in CELL_PCH state
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom

CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· ST-E: not too sure how to read the specs. It seems that we have circular references. Can you clarify what you are trying to clarify?

· Broadcom: the case is of SIB5 update.

· ST-E: what’s the purpose of the reference to 8.3.1.2, in the original text? And what are you trying to achieve with the change?

· Chair: so the two issues are independent?

· QC. Broadcom: yes

· Chair: “behaviours of H-RNTI” title needs revision.
· Chair: the CR can be agreed in principle, with the change in the title.

=>
Revised in R2-121878

R2-121878
Corrections regarding the UE behaviour on evaluating the variable HSPA_RNTI_STORED_CELL_PCH
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

· ST-E: the section in 8.3.1.2 is removed, but in that section the variable that before we had to evaluate now it will be always FALSE. So what was the original intention of the text before the correction? Why the evaluation of the variable was there.

· Broadcom: it is OK to set it to FALSE. This is normal and the way is done is consistent with the way we do it in 25.331.

· QC: we don’t think there is an issue.

=>
The CR is agreed in principle.

R2-121236
Clarifications of the UE behaviours when initiating a cell update procedure for 1.28Mcps TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState, RANimp-Enhstate
Note: RANimp-Enhstate was a REL-7 WI

· CATT: not sure about the WI code. There is a different one for TDD, that one should be used.

· QC: we copied from the previous CR, which was supposed to fix TDD and FDD.

· Chair: we should follow CATT suggestion, as this CR is not impacting FDD.

· Ericsson: typo in the text “’”

-
Chair: With the change of WI code the CR is agreed in principle.

=>
Revised inR2-121879
R2-121879
Clarifications of the UE behaviours when initiating a cell update procedure for 1.28Mcps TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
REL-8 RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD (RAN2):

REL-8 HNB-supp (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-DCHSDPA (RAN1):

REL-8 RANimp-LCRCPC (RAN1):

REL-8 RANimp-DRX (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-HSPAVoIP (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-ANSS (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-HSDSCH (RAN2):

REL-8 MBSFN-DOB (RAN1):

REL-8 RANimp-MIMOLCR (RAN1):

REL-8 ETWS (SA1):

REL-8 PPACR (SA1):

REL-8 TEI8:

R2-121105
Correction to inter-RAT absolute priority based cell reselection without priority being assigned
ZTE
CR
25.304
F
REL-8
TEI8
· ALU: we think we should remove this:” The UE shall perform measurements according to subclause 5.2.6.1.1 for inter-RAT layers for which the UE has no absolute priority.”  This is in a different section of the specs.
· QC: the specs already clarify this.
· ZTE: why the measurements should be performed but the reselection is forbidden?

· QC: the measurement should not be performed. This is already clear.

· Renesas: we think that this “To our understanding…” is not correct understanding.
· ZTE: what about ALU comment?
· Renesas: the CR is not correct

· ALU: I agree with Renesas.

· ZTE: so can we bring a CR to remove the sentence that ALU pointed?

· QC: we can discuss offline but there is no ambiguity

· ALU: we just thought that there was no value in the sentence that we mentioned.

· ST-E: what’s the use case of the network not giving the priorities for all the layers

· Renesas: this was definitely intentional, as this is the behaviour in LTE.
=>
The CR is not agreed
REL-9 RANimp-DC_MIMO (RAN1):

R2-121582
Capability signaling for DB-DC-HSDPA with MIMO
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
RANimp-DC_MIMO, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
· ST-E: there is another CR on fallback from 8C to 4C so maybe we can discuss this together.

· QC: MIMO capability is across all bands, but the 4C and 8C are per band. We need to be careful about this.

· Chair: we have two issues here

· ST-E: We are fine to separate the two topics. We also wanted to emphasise the early implementability.

· Mediatek: have you thought about changing the name of the IE?

· ST-E: we would like to point to an existing IE.

· Chair: Ok with the principle to capture only the fallback part of the proposal?

· ST-E, NSN: maybe we keep it.
=>
Noted

R2-121584
Clarification of capability signaling for UE supporting DB-DC-HSDPA with MIMO
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
RANimp-DC_MIMO, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
· Chair: so we can take out this part:” dual cell with MIMO operation in different bands, or” and update the cover sheet.
· QC: is there a better place for the sentence? This is a capability.
· ST-E: good comment. But is it not more confusing if we remove that sentence?
· NSN: better to keep it
· ST-E: no better place to have this was found.
· Chair: there is support and no objections.
· ST-E: there is a related Rel-11 CR for the fallback from 8C to 4C that we should look at.
· QC: is this terminology used before:” on three cells with MIMO in different bands, or multi-cell operation on four cells with MIMO in different bands,”?
· NSN: what about the shadow? F or A?
· ST-E: offline.

=>
Revised in R2-121891
R2-121891
Clarification of capability signaling for UE supporting DB-DC-HSDPA with MIMO
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
RANimp-DC_MIMO, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA, TEI10
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
REL-9 RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA (RAN4):

REL-9 RANimp-DC_HSUPA (RAN1):

R2-121804
Clarifications on the periodic measurement reprot for DC-HSUPA(R9)
Huawei,HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
· Huawei: resubmission

· NSN: we prefer to change the ASN.1

· Ericsson: it depends on what we want to achieve. Same measurement report or separate? For us a network can set up two completely independent periodical measurements. Huawei proposal has the drawback of having the same reporting cell status: so the “type” of cells reported will be the same in the primary or secondary. 

· Renesas: currently the network cannot configure the periodical measurement for the secondary

· Ericsson: true, but in the MC you only set the cells in the secondary frequency, you will get what you want

· Renesas: the UE doesn’t maintain the neighbour cell list per measurement ID, so you cannot do it. There is only one list in the UE.

· Renesas: we prefer to have ASN.1 changes to make it possible

· ALU: we prefer the Huawei CR.

After come back:

Huawei: people have different preferences. We have no strong preference

Ericsson: we also would prefer not to change the ASN.1, but maybe we need to add some extra text.

Chair: majority seems to be in favour of not touching ASN.1 

NSN: we would prefer to touch the ASN.1 because otherwise we don’t know how it would work.

Renesas: we don’t see a big problem in this case of touching the ASN.1, but in general we would need a simple solution for the UE.

QC: we need further analysis on the possibily to touch the ASN.1

Chair: there is interest from companies to clarify this once and for all, but companies need to more to converge on the appropriate CR.
=>
Postponed

R2-121807
Clarifications on the event measurement reprot for DC-HSUPA(R9)
Huawei,HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
· Ericsson: what’s the expected behaviour in case f1 has event 1a, b, c, d and f2 has 1a, 1b, 1c but not 1d. Then you trigger 1d on f1, what do you expect the UE to report?

Our understanding is that in case 1a is triggered, you report on both frequency, if 1d is triggered on f1, you don’t report it for f2.

· Huawei: we would like to clarify this. Now the specification speaks about the same measurement ID, but not about events.

· Renesas: the current spec intentionally doesn’t mandate the UE to report measurement results for the two frequencies. There were complains about the size of the measurement results. The Huawei CR is not following that agreement.

· Huawei: so now what’s the current UE behaviour?

· Renesas: now the spec says that the UE need to report on the current frequency.

· Huawei: 8.4.2.2
· Huawei: even if Ericsson understanding is correct, we are not sure that this is clear in the specs.

· Renesas: we need to check this.
=>
Revised in R2-121888
R2-121888
Clarifications on the event measurement reprot for DC-HSUPA(R9)
Huawei,HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

-
Ericsson: we are OK with the intention, but the CR is quite different from the original one.

-
NSN: same comment.
=>
Postponed to the next meeting

R2-121808
Correction to the secondary uplink frequency activation state after reconfiguration procedure (Rel-9)
Huawei,HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

· Huawei: resubmission

· NSN: first change: we should keep the reference to 8.5.58. Second change: now there is a pointer to actions in “8.6.6.3b “, but what if the IE is not present?

· Huawei: the reference in 8.5.58 is inside 8.6.6.3b now, so we kept it.

· Huawei: what about removing the “If the IE "Downlink information per radio link list on secondary UL frequency" is included in a received message” at the top of 8.6.63b?

-
Renesas: we are not fine with removing that sentence, we also think NSN is valid.

· Renesas: We could change “3>
else: to “else if” the IE in 8.6.6.3b is present…etc then we don’t have any problem

-
NSN: expected UE behaviour if in 8.6.6.3b we have links not part of the active set, then does it means that the network can update the active set without sending the active set update message?

· Renesas: very good point, but the network can trigger HHO without using this IE. So yes, there are cases where it is possible.

=>
Revised in R2-121889
R2-121889
Correction to the secondary uplink frequency activation state after reconfiguration procedure (Rel-9)
Huawei,HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA 
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2 (RAN2):

REL-9 RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO (RAN1):

REL-9 RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA (RAN4):

REL-9 TEI9:
R2-121098
Correction of semantics description of k in CELL_DCH measurement occasion info LCR
TD Tech
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
TEI9

· CATT: this is only editorial, so we don’t need to change earlier releases. There is also a specific WI for this.

· Chair: Rel-11 CR only, cat F, This is alignment of tabular with ASN.1, so early implementability sentence can be added. WI + TEI11

· Ericsson: this can be done in a rapporteur CR for 25.331.
=>
The CR is agreed in principle (just for REL-11).

Can be merged into a 25.331 rapporteur's CR (like R2-121414) at RAN2 #78.
R2-121099
Correction of semantics description of k in CELL_DCH measurement occasion info LCR
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-10
TEI9

R2-121100
Correction of semantics description of k in CELL_DCH measurement occasion info LCR
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-11
TEI9

The two documents above not treated.
R2-121239
UE behaviour regarding the IE 'wait time'
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-9

TEI9

Proposal 1: The UE should be allowed to skip "wait time" if the UE re-selects to another cell to initiate RRC Connection Request. 

Proposal 2: The UE should be allowed to skip "wait time" if the UE has an MO emergency call to initiate RRC Connection Request.

Proposal 3: A Rel-11 CR allowing early implementation is sufficient to clarify this issue.   

· NSN: we are ok for the emergency call (P2). For the first case (P1) we are not sure. The RNC is still the same, so the UE should keep the timer after cell re-selection.

· Panasonic: same understanding as NSN on P1. On P2, UE will continue the RRC procedure, i.e the UE will never receive the emergency call request from upper layers without an RRC connection abortion first. So there is no use case.

· Mediatek: on P1. This is in line with what happen in DSAC. P2 is Ok as well.

· ZTE: quite interested in P2. What if the UE triggers maliciously the emergency call?

· Broadcom: we agree with P1 and we think it is already allowed with the current specs. In the section on cell re-selection there is no check of the timer. P2 we think that there is no use case.

·  QC: yes, we are talking about Reject message, not Release.

· Mediatek: to answer ZTE, it is allowed also now to trick the network with a text.

· QC: what is the common understanding on P1? The P2 is more a concern for us. Why there is no use case?

· Panasonic: this timer is not explicitly mentioned in this case.

· ALU: we need to look carefully at this P2.

· Panasonic: our understanding is that the UE will stop any timer and initialte emergency call.

· Chair: some check needs to be done on P2.

· Chair: what about P2?

· Mediatek: we should check what DSAC does and do the same thing.

· ALU: NSN could be right to be concerned, but in this case maybe there is no issue, if the reason for setting the wait time depends on a particular cell as opposed as the whole RNC situation, Broadcom thinks that this is already allowed.

· Interdigital: we need to check the section mentioned by Broadcom. 

· Broadcom: 8.1.3.5.

· Interdigital: this covers the case where the UE never receive a Reject, but if the UE receives a Reject, then another section applies.

· Chair: offline check is needed.

· QC: we had some email discussion on this. Most of the companies agree that the UE should skip the wait timer in a emergency call, but they are reluctant to write something in the specifications. So can we agree on this UE behaviour and write it in the chairman notes?

· Chair: why?

· QC: it is a Release 99 issue, so people are reluctant to write it.

· Chair: According to RAN2, the UE is allowed to skip "wait time" if the UE has an MO emergency call to initiate RRC Connection Request.
· QC: on the cell reselection case, there is still no agreement. It is a bit ambiguous. It will be nice to agree on the correct UE behaviour.

· ST-E: at the present we don’t agree with this. Our understanding was that the wait timer could be used at “RNC level”, not only at “cell level”.

· Chair: there seem to be different understanding in the room.

· QC: in the spec there is written that if the IE is included the UE is allowed to skip the timer, so why the UE is allowed to do something completely different when the IE is not included?
=>
Noted

R2-121418
Correction to IE 'Pre-Redirection info' after a failed redirection to E-UTRA
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
F
REL-9

TEI9

· Broadcom: Release or Reject or both?

· RIM: the use case is in the cover sheet

· Broadcom: at which stage?

· RIM: Release

· ZTE: sometimes we need to prevent the ping-pong, but on the other hand in this case it might impact negatively the user experience.

· Broadcom: if the case is Release, why the UE does the re-establishment? When the UE can do that? 

· RIM: the assumption is that the UE has some data to send

· ALU: We have some sympathy, but do we need to specify all the cases?

· Mediatek: is this absolutely needed for Rel-9? Or can we address this as a proposal in a later Release (improvement?)

· Panasonic: the scenario? It will be a stupid network to repeatedly do this redirection without any report from the UE. The network has some means to avoid the ping-pong.

· QC: a network might not know, because a normal network maybe release all the context of the UE, so we saw some value in the CR.

· Chair: any network comment?

· ALU: what about the case of CSG cells? In that case the network doesn’t know where they are.

· Renesas: the proposal is not entirely clear for us. Does this apply if the UE comes back to the same cell or also on a different cell? If the UE is going to a different cell, maybe a second re-direction will work.

· Chair: Release?

· RIM: we prefer REl-9 but we are open for discussion

· RIM: we don’t see how the CR can negatively impact the user experience, we think this CR will actually improve it.

· NSN: what does it mean “failed” in this CR? And how long the UE needs to remember this?

· RIM: thank you for the comments. Now the UE requirements are missing, so now the spec is vague. Failed = not successful. How long? In the past people were not happy to go to these details.

· Chair: we will come back during this week to decide if we will have a CR to a later Release (e.g. Rel-11) with early implementability, and see this as an improvement.

· After CB:

· RIM: postponed

=>
Postponed to the next meeting

R2-121422
Correction to IE 'Pre-Redirection info' after a failed redirection to E-UTRA
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
A
REL-10
TEI9

R2-121425
Correction to IE 'Pre-Redirection info' after a failed redirection to E-UTRA
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
A
REL-11
TEI9

The two documents above were not treated

R2-121828
Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
Panasonic
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
TEI9

-
NSN: thank you for the CR. What’s the change with the replacement of the “and” with the ‘if”?=>
Revised in R2-121884

R2-121884
Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
Panasonic
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
TEI9

· Renesas: fine with the CR, but is this an expected case?

· NSN: not a scenario that could happen frequently, but it is the way it is supposed to work

· Ericsson: there is a typo somewhere ( a space)
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-121829
Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
Panasonic
CR
25.331
A
REL-10
TEI9

R2-121830
Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
Panasonic
CR
25.331
A
REL-11
TEI9

The two documents above not treated
9
UTRA Release 10

9.1
WI: LCR TDD MC-HSUPA (RP-090990)

(TDD_MC_HSUPA; leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Sep. 09, closed: Dec. 10, WID: RP-090990)
No contributions.
9.2
WI: 4C-HSDPA (RP-100991)

(4C_HSDPA-Core; leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-100991)
R2-121106
Correction to definition of enhanced inter-frequency measurements without CM
ZTE
CR
25.306
F
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

· NSN: “same” do we need this word?

· ZTE: open to discuss

· Renesas: did you agree last time that this is not clear?

· QC: we have a problem with “currently used”

· ST-E: we agree with QC.

· Chair: “currently used” is not good wording, but the problem might be in “to a frequency band”. If there are more than one other band that the UE can signal as supported.
=>
Revised in R2-121875
R2-121875
Correction to definition of enhanced inter-frequency measurements without CM
ZTE
CR
25.306
F
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

· Ericsson: typo
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-121107
Clarification about capability scope of enhanced inter-frequency measurements without CM
ZTE
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

· Renesas: this limitation, if necessary, should be captired in 25.306.

· ST-E: same understanding as Renesas. No need to duplicate this in 25.331.

· NSN: In 8.4.1.3 the procedural rules need to be looked at. But then if companies are fine to update only 25.306 then we are fine with that.

· ZTE: I don’t think we can clarify that part.
=>
The CR is withdrawn

9.3
WI: RF pattern matching in UMTS (RP-091427)

(LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core; leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-091427)
No contributions.
9.4
WI: Minimisation of Drive Test (RP-100360)

(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100360)
No contributions.
9.5
WI: ANR for UTRA (RP-100688)

(ANR_UTRAN-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-10, started: June 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100688)
R2-121108
Correction of ANR handlings upon UE detach or switch off
ZTE
CR
25.484
F
REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core
Note: 25.484 is a RAN3 TS so CR has to be sent to RAN3 for final agreement.

· ST-E: I don’t remember what we agreed at the last meeting. This is a stage 2 update. Stage 3 is the one to look at.

· ALU: I agree with ST-E. I don’t recall any agreement on the need to update stage 2.

· ZTE: we should guarantee that the spec is correct. We did stage 2 corrections in the past.

· Huawei: Huawei is Ok to clarify stage 2.
=>
Revised in R2-121876

R2-121876
Correction of ANR handlings upon UE detach or switch off
ZTE, Huawei, China Unicom, Telia Sonera
CR
25.484
F
REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core
=>
The CR is technically endorsed (as TS 25.484 is a RAN3 specification this CR has to be handled by RAN3).
9.6
WI: Interfrequency detected set measurements (RP-101015)

(Interf_dset_meas_UMTS, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Sep. 10, closed: Dec. 10, WID: RP-101015)
R2-121297
PSC split and Interfrequency IDT measurements
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

REL-11
Interf_dset_meas_UMTS
Proposal 1: The network can signal to the UE a PSC split for non-used frequency for inter-frequency detected set feature

· Renesas: so the UE needs to use this variable? So a UE that doesn’t support CSG needs to implement this proposal? So now we create a feature dependency between Interfrequency detected set cells and this part of CSG functionality?

· Broadcom: we support the intention and the solution.

· ST-E: can you clarify the intention?

· NSN: the network doesn’t want the UE to report CSG cells if the UE is not capable of going there.

· ST-E: I find the proposal unclear. What is the intention?

· Huawei: NSN is trying to allow more network control. But it makes things a bit more complicated. So the network needs to send a “list of splits”?

· Renesas: why this is limited to CSG cells? Why not hybrid cells for example?

· NSN: we were addressing the CSG cells.

· DT: we think it makes sense to have this kind of improvement. 

· Renesas: so this is a black list? If we have a black list we can make this more generic.

· ALU:about Renesas point at the beginning. UEs not supporting CSG can already use “CSG information”, in Release 8.

· Renesas: but that’s totally optional. Will this also be optional?

· Huawei: NSN make further optimisation compared to our CR. Our original CR was to address a simple case.

· NSN: we also support Huawei CR/approach.

=>
Noted

R2-121816
Excluding CSG cells in inter&intra-freq detect set operation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
B
REL-11
Interf_dset_meas_UMTS, TEI11
· Renesas: this approach is even more confusing than the one from NSN. How the UE knows which cells are CSG cells?

· DT: Huawei relies on the CSG split from a network, but what if the UE doesn’t support this CSG split functionality?

· DT: but the UE can ignore the IE, so the UE is not able to act on that IE.

· Renesas: our preference would be just to give a list of cells to exclude and that’s it.

· NSN: Renesas proposal is our approach. I have sympathy for Renesas proposal.

· Huawei: I fully understand Renesas and NSN concerns. We previously considered that options and we thought that our approach was simpler. Otherwise with info do you send to the UE? Cell-ID? PSC? What? How many?

· ST-E: at least the info that are now in the CSG split list will be the info that the UE needs. 

· QC: is this for Rel-10? Or Rel-11?
· DT: what’s the difference between 2) and 3)

· Renesas: from the signalling point of view is more or less the same thing.

· Chair: which option do companies prefer?

1) Huawei CR: Huawei, Hi Silicon

2) NSN CR PSC split OR New black list (Renesas): Broadcom, DT, NSN, QC, Renesas

-
Chair: we will follow the NSN/Renesas approach. Release 11.

-
ST-E: so this is optional or linked to the support of IDT?

-
QC: it has to be optional

-
DT: optional enhancement of an optional feature will be quite useless.

-
NSN: we share DT opinion

-
QC: we don’t see the benefit vs. pain if this is mandatory. 

After come back:
=>
Postponed
9.7
WI: TEI10
R2-121103
Uplink related corrections in TS 25.319
TD Tech
CR
25.319
F
REL-10
TEI10

· Ericsson: we don’t think the figure is wrong, the first change is not necessary, the text cover this already. In stage 2 we have the overall architecture, it doesn’t need to contain all.

· Chair: these are changes related to past releases. They have not been done before, so we should not do them now.

· NSN: no strong preference. As a rapporteur we don’t mind.

· Chair: any support?

· No support
=>
The CR is not agreed.

R2-121104
Uplink related corrections in TS 25.319
TD Tech
CR
25.319
A
REL-11
TEI10

Not treated.
R2-121234
Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.306
F
REL-10
TEI10

· Mediatek: Discontinuous include both intraband and interband?

· QC: yes

· Chair: I think C would be more appropriate

· QC: OK

=>
Chair: With the change of the category to “C” the CR can be agreed in principle.

=>
Revised in R2-121880

R2-121880
Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.306
C
REL-10
TEI10
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-121235
Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
TEI10

=>
Chair: With the change of the category to “C” the CR can be agreed in principle.
=>
Revised in R2-121881

R2-121881
Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
C
REL-10
TEI10
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

CATT: can we send an LS to RAN3 to inform them about this?

After offline: 

QC: no need to send an LS to RAN3.

R2-121464
Analysis of per Band Capability Reporting
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc
REL-10
TEI10

We need to choose a way forward from the following options. 

a) Don’t correct anything – revisit in a later release and/or when more bands are defined.

b) Correct all of the inconsistencies

c) Correct only the newly added Rel-10 capabilities (as per [2] )

d) Revert changes introduced in [1] and limit the number of bands that can be signalled to 8.

· Renesas: as rapporteur we prefer b), but maybe that is not practical.

· ALU: if we decide for approach b), that requires some more discussion.

· Ericsson: thank Renesas for the analysis. Before the infamous Rel-10 changes that were made before, was it possible for the UE to signal 24? Or just 8?

· Renesas, ALU: it depends. The details are in the spreadsheet.

After offline:

Way forward:

Rel-10 CR correcting what the CRs proposed in this meeting (R2-121350, R2-121413) are correcting

Rel-11 CR trying to fix any other inconsistency

R2-121350
Corrections on the maximum number of frequency bands signalled by the UE
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
TEI10
R2-121413
Corrections to the UE Frequency Band signalling in both Tabular and ASN.1
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
TEI10

The two documents above not treated

R2-121395
Clarification of the setting of Pre-redirection Info IE
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
TEI10

Proposal 1: When the UE supports E-UTRA, but does not support any of the EARFCN’s that are broadcast in SIB19 of the current UTRAN cell, then the UE shall include the Pre-redirection Info IE in the RRC Connection Request message, and set the “Support of E-UTRA FDD” and “Support of E-UTRA TDD” sub-IE’s to FALSE.

Proposal 2: That Proposal 1 be early implementable from Release 8.

· Huawei: can you clarify the use case?

· Chair: any request from operators?

· Ericsson: no, but we thought that it is a possible use case. It could be useful for the network.

· Huawei: with this change the network can still not know which one of the non-broadcast frequencies the UE can support.

· Panasonic: we wonder if there is impact on Rel-8 and Rel-9 legacy network.

· Ericsson: at the present the network cannot know for sure also now. 

· ALU: The only possible value then is on the Reject case, not the Release case. 

· Renesas: in general we are Ok with this. Panasonic point at this meeting was our point in the last meeting, but we don’t see networks worried about this here. Huawei raised a interesting point. We wonder what is the relation between this proposal and other proposals that were made before. 

· Broadcom: I am a bit confused about the use of this IE. It looks like a misuse of the IE.

· Ericsson: the use of this IE was anyway recently changed.

· QC: we don’t see a strong use case and is a change of UE behaviour. We are a bit reluctant at this point.

· QC: if there is a real use case we would prefer a proper solution, It doesn’t look clean.
=>
Noted

R2-121586
PS RAB unrecoverable error in the multi-RAB configuration
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
TEI10

Not treated
· Chair: is this the same paper as last time?

· NSN: same paper.
R2-121574
Preservation of CS call during RLC unrecoverable error in multiRAB environment
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
25.331
C
REL-10
TEI10

revision of R2-120644 as a REL-10 CR

Not treated
· Chair: is this the same paper as last time?

· RIM: the only change is the Release, now is Rel-10.

R2-121596
Introduction of cell update-less RLC/PDCP unrecoverable error reporting
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
C
REL-9
TEI9

Not treated
· Chair: is this the same paper as last time?
· Renesas: no changes compared to last time

R2-121597
Introduction of cell update-less RLC/PDCP unrecoverable error reporting and recovery
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
C
REL-10
TEI10

Not treated
· Chair: is this the same paper as last time?
· Renesas: no changes compared to last time

R2-121599
Introduction of cell update-less RLC/PDCP unrecoverable error reporting and recovery
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.306
C
REL-10
TEI10

Not treated
· Chair: is this the same paper as last time?
· Renesas: no changes compared to last time

Regarding the 5 papers above:
Chair: any possibility to conclude? Should we postpone this discussion?

Vodafone: we would encourage the companies to work on this topic and have a better analysis on the source of the problem, before deciding on the solutions. If possible in Prague meeting. 

R2-121832
Discussion of UM RLC ciphering error detection and recovery for VoIP
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-
ALU: we are fine with this proposal. We support.

-
Broadcom: we need to check the impact but we are fine

-
NSN: so this requires implementation on UE side and network side?

-
Renesas: yes

-
NSN: optional for the UE side?

-
Renesas: in case of CS over HSPA it is mandatory, but here we would like to be able to apply for legacy releases, so optional. VoIP might be used for Rel-9, so we would prefer from Release 9. There was a VoIP capability discussed and agreed in the joint session, so perhaps we can mandate this if the UE support VoIP? 

-
QC: the solution doesn’t seem very clean to us. This is duplicating some functionality in the PDCP.

-
Renesas: it depends on the implementation. For the implementation there is no duplication, We can reuse what we already have. 

-
QC: duplication for the specs. And we haven’t see data on how severe is this issue.

-
Mediatek: we support QC

-
Renesas: I don’t see QC or Mediatek point, We have seen the data and agreed on the problem and on the solution in the past

-
Huawei: we also appreciate the effort from Renesas. We had the other solutions on the table for a long time. Now this is a compromised, which is proposed as optional. We are not sure this can solve the problem if this is optional.

-
NSN: we don’t see much value in a solution which is optional. We have some concerns.

-
Renesas: there should be no more technical concerns.

-
QC: we think the solution is already there, in PDCP.

-
Renesas: PDCP solution was proposed but not agreed, that’s why we proposed a compromise

After come back:

-
Renesas: we would like to postpone to the next meeting
=>
Noted

9.8
Other UTRA Rel-10 WIs/SIs

(MUMIMO_LCR_TDD-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: March 10, closed: Dec. 10, WID: RP-100347)

No contributions.
(E1900-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-10, started: June 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100676)

No contributions.

10
UTRA Release 11

10.1
WI: Further enhancements to CELL_FACH (RP-111321)

(Cell_FACH_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111321)
RAN2 is the prime responsible WG

10.1.1
Stand-alone HS-DPCCH

Companies to focus on RAN2 aspects

Any RAN1 decision to be challenged?

New Tb timer or not?

Which values?

Which rules?

Anything else to discuss (e.g. collision resolution, CELL_PCH state, etc.)
R2-121500
Implicit release timer for standalone HS-DPCCH transmission
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce a new IE and timer for the implicit release of E-DCH resource when the UE is transmitting standalone HS-DPCCH.

Proposal 2: The new IE for implicit release of resource when UE transmitting standalone HS-DPCCH shall have milliseconds as its unit.

Proposal 3: Discuss on the range use for the implicit release timer TbHS-DPCCH.

Proposal 4: Discuss the rule in which the UE should follow in releasing the common resource when TbHS-DPCCH and Tb are configured.

· Renesas: why ms and not other, e.g. TTI?

· ALU: TTI is fine, it just need to be clear. We think “ms” is unambiguous

· Huawei: P4: is it proposed to change current behaviour?

· ALU: it is a new timer. We need to decide on the rules.

· Huawei: in the end there is only one timer?

· ALU: that’s what we are trying to establish. We have a question to the group.

· Noted

R2-121791
RAN2 related issues on stand-alone HS-DPCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Proposal 1 Introduce new IE and timer which control the release of the common E-DCH resources when the UE transmits only HS-DPCCH + DPCCH (stand-alone HS-DPCCH).

Proposal 2 The timer is set to the value signaled in the new IE, and started when the HS-DPCCH transmissions start.

Proposal 3 The minimum value for this IE should be 1 TTI (or 1 subframe).

Proposal 4 When DL data is received, the UE resets and re-starts the timer

Proposal5 
When UL data on DCCH/DTCH is to be transmitted, the UE stops the timer

· Ericsson: it is a resubmission. P4 and P5 have already agreed by RAN1.

· NSN: “the UE would stop and reset the new timer”: stop or reset? RAN1 didn’t have in mind the RAN2 proposal on the introduction of a new timer.
· Ericsson: “the Tb timer or a new timer”
· NSN: when do you start it again?
· Ericsson: UL data arriving stop the timer.Ericsson: the timer only controls the stand-alone. Anything else should be legacy behaviour.

· ALU: P2: which timer? 

· Ericsson: any timer we will decide. 

· NSN: what happens if the network doesn’t broadcast any timer?

· Ericsson: there will be something to identify the UE. RAN1 has agreed on something.

· Renesas: P3: 1 TTI is quite a short time. A bit too short?

· Ericsson: we can discuss about it.
=>
Noted

R2-121811
Further analysis on standalone HS-DPCCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
Revised in R2-121870

R2-121870
Further analysis on standalone HS-DPCCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: HS-DPCCH configuration for standalone HS-DPCCH should be independent with HS-DPCCH configuration for Rel8 common E-DCH.

Proposal 2: RAN 2 is kindly asked to discuss whether UE in CELL_PCH state with E-RNTI can be triggered to establish standalone HS-DPCCH.

Proposal 3: The new timer Tx can be used to release resource of standalone HS-DPCCH without ongoing E-DCH transmission. Once MAC-i PDU with higher layer data arrives, Tx will be stopped and implicit release timer Tb will be applied for later standalone HS-DPCCH resource release.

Proposal 4: The minimum value of implicit release timer for standalone HS-DPCCH should be greater than 7.5 slots.

· ALU: in your previous paper you said that we don’t need a new timer, now you say that we will have a new timer.

· Huawei: in case we agree on a new timer

· QC: P1: what is the meaning of “HS-DPCCH configuration”?

· Huawei: Rel-8 and Rel-11 IE should be configurable differently.

· QC: configuration: power offset, cycle, etc?

· Huawei: stage 3 details.

· ZTE: two questions 1) P2 is the UE still in CELL PCH after the standalone transmission or is it in CELL FACH? 2) P4: minimum value for the timer?

· Huawei: 1) On P2 if the UE transmit something in UL then it ends up in CELL FACH.2) “one data packets transmission” should be able to be transmitted.
· Ericsson: on P1: what is the motivation behind?
· Huawei: nothing special, just try to keep the possibility to have different configurations for Rel-8 UEs and for Release 11 UEs. But we are open for discussion.
=>
Noted
R2-121820
Further considerations on standalone HS-DPCCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

… it can be seen that Node B can not always recognize collision resolution packets of the UE. To solve the problem, we prefer:

Solution 1: MAC-i header 0 & SI is defined as collision resolution format for standalone HS-DPCCH. The UE uses spare bits in MAC-i header 0 to indicate whether the data packet is used for standalone HS-DPCCH collision resolution.

Solution 2: MAC-i header 0 & MAC-is PDU & SI is defined as collision resolution format for standalone HS-DPCCH. The UE uses field in MAC-i header 1 to indicate the data packet is used for standalone HS-DPCCH collision resolution.

Solution 3: The implicit release timer for standalone HS-DPCCH UE starts after receiving E-AGCH for collision resolution.

Proposal: RAN2 is kindly asked to discuss the collision resolution for standalone HS-DPCCH and make a decision.
· Chair: the title is confusing: this is what is in the paper ”Collision Resolution for standalone HS-DPCCH”
· Huawei: solution 3 will not follow RAN1 agreement (no new timer)

· Renesas: solution 3: what problem does this solve?

· Huawei: “Based on analyses above, it can be seen that Node B can not always recognize collision resolution packets of the UE”
· Renesas: so then the UE needs to send data, i.e. empty SI. Then the UE receives AGCH with E-RNTI, then the UE starts timer

· Huawei: working assumption: the NodeB knows that this SI is for the standalone HS-DPCCH.

· Renesas:  I thought that that was the problem that we are trying to solve, i.e. distinguish between SI for the standalone HS-DPCCH and not.

· Ericsson: case 2 doesn’t exist, or should not exist. If the UE has data, the UE should send also data.

· Ericsson: on case 1, we agree that we need to investigate more. It may be a problem or not. We need more analysis. Maybe the network can still be in control.

· Huawei:we might have problems if we have two timers running and the NodeB can receive two requests for two different reasons from the same UE.

· ALU: case 1: the NodeB doesn’t know. In RAN1 we haven’t finished, but we think it is not a problem. There is one case which can be a problem is the UE can send data during the collision resolution phase.

· Ericsson: but if this happens, then it’s as in legacy behaviour. The resources should not be released if you don’t have to.

· Huawei: more or less we need to rely on UE behaviour?

· Interdigital: we are discussing two different issues. In the case described when the NodeB is confused, we agreed with ALU, the network should not be confused.

· Interdigital: on the other aspect, it depends on how do we handle the new timer. If the new timer Tx is running and there are data coming, in stage 3 we need to define the rules.  

=>
Noted

Discuss on the paper in this AI:

-
Chair: do we introduce a New Tx timer or not?
-
NSN: mandatory or optional? What if the timer is not broadcast by the network? Will the feature work without?

-
ALU: if we don’t challenge RAN1 decision a new timer makes sense

-
Huawei: using the existing timer after contention resolution would make this simpler.

-
Ericsson: we need to check what RAN1 has done, if it makes sense.

-
Chair: can somebody answer NSN’s questions?

-
Interdigital: we can agree on a new timer anyway. Then the question is when to start it and what are the rules.

-
Ericsson: we agree with Interdigital. In Rel-8 we have Tb used for something. We would like not to touch the existing feature in the standards.

-
NSN: if the network doesn’t configure the new timer then legacy rules apply. This is related to the back-off, which is signalled to all the UEs. We want to make sure that the new UEs Rel-11 will comply with Rel-8 rules.

Agreements:

Introduce new timer which control the release of the common E-DCH resources when the UE transmits only HS-DPCCH + DPCCH (stand-alone HS-DPCCH)This new timer will be optional and configurable by the network

Values are FFS

After the evening offline session (see R2-121886):

Agreements:
For DL triggered HS-DPCCH, the new timer is started when the DPCCH transmission starts

For DL triggered HS-DPCCH, when DL data is received, the UE resets and restarts the new timer

For DL triggered HS-DPCCH, when UL data on DTCH/DCCH is to be transmitted and/or detected at the UE, the new timer is stopped and the UE follows legacy E-DCH behaviour thereon

Once this new timer is stopped, it is not started anymore during that access (for as long as the UE has the common E-DCH resource) 
10.1.2
DC-HSDPA Operation in CELL_FACH

Companies to focus on merit provided by this feature

R2-121803
On the benefits of DC-HSDPA operation in CELL_FACH state
Huawei,HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal1: Specify DC-HSDPA operation in CELL_FACH state in Rel-11
-
Huawei: this is a resubmission, with the addition of one operator support.

-
Chair: Specify DC-HSDPA operation in CELL_FACH state in Rel-11?

-
Renesas: we don’t think it is useful. We gave our opinion previously.

-
Mediatek: we support Renesas

-
ZTE: there is one operator supporting this feature, but it is not present, can we make the decision at the plenary? We also have one chipset vendor.

-
Broadcom: we share Renesas and Mediatek view

-
Qualcomm: we don’t support this.

-
Chair: can we say that we will not specify DC-HSDPA operation in CELL_FACH state in Rel-11?

-
Huawei: we are not happy about this, the majority of companies seems to be neutral. The number of companies supporting and objecting are similar.

-
Huawei: can we CB on Friday?

-
Chair: what will change?

-
Huawei: anything can happen

-
Chair: I would like to decide at this meeting. My understanding is that we should not have this sub-feature.

-
Huawei: if the situation is unchanged on Friday, we will accept this.

-
Come back on Friday:

Agreements:

We agree that we will not introduce DC-HSDPA operation in CELL_FACH state in Rel-11
10.1.3
2/10 ms TTI concurrent deployment

The merit was agreed. Companies to focus on progressing on the open issues

Agreements so far (past meetings):

The UE makes the initial decision/selection on the E-DCH TTI value

The initial decision on the TTI value to use by the UE is based on comparing the headroom with a threshold broadcasted in SIBs. If the headroom is less than threshold, the UE selects 10ms TTI, otherwise it selects 2ms TTI

The headroom is computed as below

Headroom = {min (Maximum allowed UL tx power, P_MAX) - (Preamble_Initial_Power + constant X)}

For preamble retransmissions, Preamble_Initial_Power is replaced by preamble retransmission power

Constant X = FFS on what it is and if it will be given by the network or whether it will be calculated by the UE

The UE choice of TTI is due to RF conditions and no other UE implementation freedom (e.g. amount of data, etc.)

The NW has the option to fix the UE’s initial selection/decision on the TTI value

NW is informed of the UE’s initial decision based on UE (RACH access preamble) signature and if configured, the (RACH access preamble) scrambling code. FFS if something else in addition is needed.  

NW can override the UE’s initial decision on the E-DCH TTI value

The TTI value is fixed until the E-DCH resource is released

The same mechanism will apply for all CCCH, DCCH and DTCH

For this meeting:

Fixed/flexible partition?

More dynamic/more static?

Can 10ms be overwritten by 2ms?

Progresses on the formula?

R2-121427
2 / 10 ms TTI design for the enhanced CELL_FACH
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: Partition further the E-DCH PRACH preamble space so that there are preambles indicating a preference for the 2ms TTIs in the dual TTI cell configuration.

Proposal 2: Keep the common pool of the E-DCH resources, but introduce a pseudo-partitioning of them for the purpose of supporting Rel-11 UEs.

· ALU: do we need a different scrambling code for Rel-8?

· Interdigital: the figure is about resources, not signatures

· ALU: so the network cannot use all resources as 2ms TTI. 

· NSN: correct

· Renesas: for sure the network can use 31 out of 32, but also other mechanisms were proposed.

· Huawei:  so cell anyway supports 10ms TTI, that’s the cell configuration. What if it is a small cell and the network would like to set 2ms TTI?

· Noted
R2-121502
AICH Indication for 2/10 ms TTI concurrent deployment in CELL_FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

Proposal 1: Extend the existing AICH rule to explicitly signal the TTI and the resource index of an E-DCH common resource

Not treated.

R2-121663
Open Issues on concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1a: The constant X in Headroom calculation is chosen to be equal to the IE "Pp-e" signaled in SIB5, defined as the power offset between the last transmitted preamble and the initial DPCCH transmission.
Proposal 1b [resubmission from [2]]: The UE performs common E-DCH TTI selection prior to every E-DCH enhanced random access procedure.

Proposal 1c [resubmission from [2]]: If the UE exceeded a maximum number of preamble ramping cycles Mmax, i.e. upon failure of E-DCH enhanced random access procedure, the UE may select a common E-DCH TTI of 10ms (for the next access).
Proposal 2a [resubmission from [2]]: RACH access preamble signature and if configured, the RACH access preamble scrambling code are sufficient to inform the NW of the UE’s TTI selection/decision and no other RACH access preamble parameters are needed to convey this information.
Proposal 2b [resubmission from [2]]: Broadcast only one new set of PRACH access preamble parameters (signatures and scrambling code) in Rel-11 for concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI sub-feature. If the UE’s selection/decision is the same as the TTI value broadcasted in Rel-8, then the UE would request for an E-DCH resource by (randomly) choosing the access preamble parameters from the set broadcasted in Rel-8. Else, the UE would request for an E-DCH resource with the other (than that broadcasted in Rel-8) TTI value by (randomly) choosing the PRACH access preamble parameters from the set broadcasted in Rel-11.
Proposal 3: Discuss if flexible partitioning of common E-DCH resources has enough merit over a fixed partitioning approach in view of Proposal 2b, to justify the added complexity.

· If fixed partitioning of common E-DCH is preferred, allow partitioning the 2ms and 10ms TTI resources by means of a single index that would be broadcast in the SIB as proposed in [4]
· If flexible partitioning of common E-DCH is preferred, allow the signaling the TTI value to use in addition to the common E-DCH resource index via the AI/E-AI on AICH as proposed in [5]
Proposal 4 [resubmission from [2]]: Investigate which of the parameters broadcasted in Rel-8 common E-DCH system info list can be re-used for the concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI common E-DCH resources within a cell.

=>
Noted

R2-121792
TTI network indication
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1
Legacy AICH procedures should be used to indicate the TTI i.e. AI/E-AI points to a common E-DCH resource which is characterized by a TTI and is part of the configuration provided in system information.
Not treated

R2-121809
Consideration on the open issues for 2ms and 10ms concurrent deployment in CELL FACH state
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Observation 1: The joint resource pool allows the NodeB to have full flexibility to allocate the resource as a 2ms TTI resources or 10ms TTI resource

Observation 2: Compared to the partitioned resources pool, the joint common resource pool does not need any modifications to Iub

Observation 3: The joint resource pool can be effectively save the preamble signatures when the overriding of 10ms TTI with 2ms TTI is not supported

Observation 4: partitioning the resource pool will increase the blocking probability and the mandatory TTI overriding.

Proposal 1: The joint common E-DCH resource should be supported.

Proposal 2: Overriding 10ms TTI with 2ms TTI is not supported

Not treated

R2-121810
Further consideration on TTI selection criteria
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: The constant X is equal to the Pp-e.
Proposal 2: Equation 3 and 4 are used to calculate the headroom for TTI selection, for the case of preamble initial transmission and retransmission respectively.

=>
Noted
R2-121818
TTI indication for 2ms 10ms concurrent deployment in CELL FACH state
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal: it proposes RAN2 to discuss which option is adopted
Not treated

Discussion on the papers in this AI:
-
Chair: P2 from R2-121810 is correct or not?

-
QC: the equation was this, with no max: “Headroom = {min (Maximum allowed UL tx power, P_MAX) - (Preamble_Initial_Power + constant X)}

-
Chair: Can 10ms be overwritten by 2ms?

-
Ericsson: the accuracy is quite loose, so we would not be happy to rule out this option.

-
Renesas: is quite a strange think for the network to do. At the present all the solution on the table can work even if we allow this.

-
ALU: why cannot we trust the UE? If the network cannot trust the UE, how can the network make a decision on the TTI?

-
Renesas: we agree with ALU. 

-
Ericsson: we are losing the focus on what is our original concern. The power is 11dB difference, which is a lot. In small cells, we might have lots of UE asking for 10ms, when the network knows that every UE should be able to handle 2ms (in case e.g. of a small cell).

-
QC: it doesn’t come for free, It means that the network needs an extra partition. Also the use case that has been presented now by Ericsson, the network can configure the threshold in the SIBs in a way that the UE will always decide on the 2ms TTI.

-
Ericsson: it doesn’t provide the flexibility that we would like to have.

-
QC: at the end the network still have the flexibility to set the TTI.

-
Interdigital: if we cannot trust the UE, why are we bothering with the equation etc? That is the base of the UE TTI suggestion,

-
Chair: do you have a paper in RAN4?

-
Ericsson: no, we think we should send an LS from RAN2 to trigger their work

-
ALU: I am trying to understand the use cases to overwrite the 10ms with the 2ms. There are two cases.

-
NSN: Ericsson has a paper: R4-121639. 

-
QC: we had this discussion for a while. There is quite a bit of support for not overwriting 10ms with 2ms.

-
Ericsson: maybe we can wait for RAN4 to decide on this based on RAN4 discussion and possible agreements first. Maybe we can wait one meeting.

-
QC: there is only one company objecting this.

-
Ericsson: we are not objecting.

-
Chair: Tentative agreement: 10 ms TTI cannot be overwritten by 2ms TTI. 

-
Chair: Any company objecting this?

-
Ericsson: what does it mean?

-
QC: if the TTI value requested by the UE is 10ms, the UE will be pointed to or will use a resource with TTI 10ms.

-
Ericsson: what if the network doesn’t have that resource? 

-
QC: The network can NACK that resource.

-
Ericsson: we see this as a problem. We can tentatively agree but send an LS to RAN4

-
Chair: if the TTI value requested by the UE is 10ms, the UE cannot be pointed to or will not use a resource with TTI 2ms. This is because the network can still NACK the request of 10ms TTI.

-
Ericsson: what will happen in the error case? What is expected from the UE?

-
Chair: we should design system and requirement in a way that the error cases do not happen.

-
Chair: can we agree on P2 from NSN proposal R2-121427

-
Ericsson: we strongly support this.

-
Renesas: same.

-
Huawei: the drawback is that in some cases if the UE indicates the preference for 2ms TTI and then network would like to overwrite with 10ms TTI, if there is limited amount of 10ms TTI resource then the network has to NACK this UE.

-
NSN: if all the 2ms TTI are busy, then the network can re-direct to 10ms TTI. If all the resources are occupied, they are occupied no matter what the TTI is.

-
Huawei: so the resource needs to go together with the TTI? This can be a restriction.

-
ALU: drawbacks


1)
If all the 2ms resources are used in the network, then the network cannot use a 10ms 


resource as 2ms TTI resource.(same as Huawei comment)


2)
The legacy network must be 10ms TTI in  order to support the scheme


3)
If the TTI value requested by the UE is 10ms, the UE cannot be pointed to or will not 


use a resource with TTI 2ms.

-
NSN: 2) and 3) are the same

-
ALU: they are not the same.

-
Renesas: we think 1) is a minor drawback compared to the benefit of this solution.

-
Ericsson: every solutions has drawbacks.

-
ALU: ok, we can accept 1)

-
Huawei: we are not happy with this drawback 1).

-
Interdigital: we are fine with NSN proposal.

-
Interdigital: how severe is this drawback 1)?

-
Huawei: we had simulation before on this.

-
NSN: we don’t think 1) is a major drawback and it doesn’t happen often

-
Chair: we should move on and agree on this approach

-
Interdigital: the drawback is not a big issue.

-
Huawei: so is the AICH a big drawback?

-
QC: the additional gain of other schemes does not justify to leave this approach.proposed by NSN.

-
Huawei: can we come back tomorrow?

-
Chair: tomorrow morning we will decide that NSN proposal is the way forward, unless I hear any convincing argument against this.

-
Ericsson: why not now?

Agreements:

The constant X is equal to the Pp-e.

If the TTI value requested by the UE is 10ms, the UE cannot be pointed to or will not use a resource with TTI 2ms.

Keep the common pool of the E-DCH resources and introduce a pseudo-partitioning of them for the purpose of supporting Rel-11 UEs supporting this sub-feature.

Where pseudo-partitioning means that all the resources are available for 10ms TTI and only a subset of them are available for 2ms TTI.

Legacy AICH procedures should be used to indicate the TTI.

10.1.4
Fall-back to R99 PRACH

The merit was agreed. Companies to focus on the different schemes and their relative merits

R2-121437
Consideration on the mechanisms of fallback to R99 PRACH
China Unicom
Disc

Not available. Withdrawn

R2-121438
Consideration on the mechanisms of fallback to R99 PRACH
China Unicom
Disc

Proposal 1: It should be NodeB which decides the uplink resource (PRACH or E-DCH) for each UE uplink access in Cell_FACH.

Proposal 2: The fallback mechanism should also consider the profile of the transmit packets. Let certain kinds of packet always transmit over PRACH can achieve better performance

Not treated

R2-121504
Way forward for PRACH fallback for enhanced CELL_FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Interdigital, Broadcom Corporation
Disc

Proposal 1: The RACH fallback shall be dynamically controlled by the NB.  The NB shall be able to allocate either RACH or E-DCH for every UE access

Presented during the offline evening session
=>
Not treated

R2-121507
PRACH fallback indication
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

Proposal 1: Extend the AICH/EAI rule to indicate PRACH fallback
Presented during the offline evening session
=>
Not treated

R2-121526
Fallback to R99 RACH
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

withdrawn

R2-121653
On the impact to legacy UEs due to Static Fallback to R99 Scheme
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

The main conclusions are as follows:
· The motivation for fallback to REL-99 comes from alleviating common E-DCH resource-blockage rather than increase in link-efficiency ([3]).
· Care must be taken to minimize the impact from this sub-feature to legacy UEs facing contention from EUL capable UE’s which fallback to Rel-99 PRACH.

In this respect, a static scheme for fallback to Rel-99 has shown to have considerable performance impacts for legacy UE’s ([2]). Hence, it is highly recommended that any mechanism to enable this sub-feature should provide the NW with a fast/dynamic fallback control.
Presented during the offline evening session

=>
Not treated

R2-121655
A dynamic mechanism for Fallback to Rel-99 PRACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

It is proposed to discuss the mechanism presented in this contribution as a possible way forward for the sub-feature for fallback to Rel-99 PRACH under further enhancements to CELL_FACH

Presented during the offline evening session

=>
Not treated

R2-121698
Considerations on dynamic R99 RACH fallback scheme
InterDigital Communications
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce a network-controlled dynamic resource (PRACH vs. common E-DCH) allocation scheme. 

Proposal 2: Discuss and agree on a mechanism that allows the network to know whether the UE can fallback to R99 RACH based on configured criteria at the initial RACH access.   

Proposal 3: Discuss and agree to introduce a mechanisms to signal a R99 RACH fallback as discussed in the first approach.[…]

Proposal 4: The use of the R99 RACH scheme should be configurable by the network via System Information signalling

Presented during the offline evening session

=>
Not treated

R2-121793
Fallback to R99 PRACH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
Proposal 1: Solutions addressing the link efficiency use-case such as buffer occupancy based PRACH selection should be ruled out

Proposal 2: The network should be able to configure control plane signaling (CCCH/DCCH) to be transmitted on PRACH

Proposal 3: The network should be able to configure user plane data to be transmitted on PRACH.

Proposal 4: The UE shall request a PRACH resource only if configured by the network

Proposal 5: Dedicated signaling and broadcast system info may be used to indicate the use of RACH R99.

a. Dedicated signaling may indicate:

i. if all traffic is to be transmitted on RACH

b. SIB7 signaling may indicated:

i. If CCCH data is to be transmitted on RACH

ii. If DCCH data is to be transmitted on RACH

Presented during the offline evening session
=>
Not treated

Discussion on this AI

An offline session was held on Wednesday evening, chaired by the rapporteur of this WI, Ravi Agarwal (Qualcomm).
After evening offline session no agreements were reached on this sub-feature (see R2-121886)

R2-121894
Way forward for Fallback to PRACH R99  
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Huawei, Hi-Silicon, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, InterDigital, ZTE, Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation 
Disc


Friday morning this document was submitted and presented, and the proposed Way Forward was agreed as below.
· Noted
Way forward:
a) CCCH and DCCH may be fallback by the network. DTCH cannot be fallback

b) Approach 1 (see below) is to be considered as way forward

c) Other solutions are not excluded if justified by sufficient merits
d) If Approach 1 has technical issues they will need to be addressed. Approach 1 may be further enhanced.

Approach 1 is described as:

1) UE accesses requesting a common E-DCH resource

2) The network may fallback the UE with a specific E-AI index which is to be configured by the network

3) If the NW (i.e. E-AI) indicates fallback:

3.1) The UE fallbacks if the UE is accessing to transmit CCCH or DCCH

3.2) The UE back-off if the UE is accessing to transmit DTCH

4) Fallback means that the UE accesses again with a PRACH R99 signature to transmit its CCCH/DCCH data.
10.1.5
Per-HARQ process grants

Companies to focus on merit provided by this feature

Chair: after discussion offline with all the network vendors, in order to save meeting time, we decided to wait for RAN1 to decide on TTI alignment before discussing Per-HARQ process grants as a stand-alone feature.
R2-121509
Discussion on per-HARQ process grant in CELL_FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

Proposal 1: Per-HARQ process grant sub-feature should be combined with TTI alignment.

Proposal 2: If a TDM method (per-HARQ process grant & TTI alignment) is introduced, an efficient method to manage the HARQ-process should also be introduced

Not treated
R2-121794
FE-FACH: Support for per-HARQ-process activation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Orange, AT&T, Softbank Mobile, Telefonica
Disc

Proposal: The subfeature “per-HARQ process activation/deactivation” is specified in Release 11.

Not treated
R2-121795
Per-HARQ process activation in CELL_FACH and Idle Mode state
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Not treated
R2-121814
Discussion on standalone per-HARQ grant processing
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: The sub-feature “per-HARQ process activation/deactivation” should not be discussed in Release 11.

Not treated
R2-121815
Further considerations on TTI alignmen&tper HARQ scheduling for  between CELL_FACH UEs and CELL_DCH Ues
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Observation 1-1: The current CELL_FACH process may need to be modified if we were to introduce TTI alignment

Observation 1-2: 10ms TTI is common case for CELL_FACH UEs, but is not feasible for TTI alignment

Observation 1-3: TTI alignment introduces higher consumption of code resources per TTI, and might increase the complexity of grant scheduling
Observation 2-1: For low rate burst service, the average service time will be almost 3 times longer by introducing TTI alignment, and the average throughput of low rate burst services decreases seriously

Observation 2-2: The number of users highly depends on the service time. Increasing the service time by a factor of 3 when introducing TTI alignment, would significantly reduce the number of supported users in the CELL_FACH state

Increased service time 
Therefore, TDM would lead to a serious reduction in performance of CELL_FACH UEs
Proposal: TTI alignment is not introduced as further enhancement to CELL-FACH in Rel-11
Not treated
10.1.6
Signalling based Interference control

Companies to focus on RAN2 aspects

R2-121679
Common Relative Grant for Interference Control in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Not treated
10.1.7
UE battery life improvement and signalling reduction

The merit was agreed. Companies to focus on progressing on the open issues on second DRX cycle and on merits and details of additional mechanisms (e.g. autonomous state transition between the UTRA RRC states).

Agreements from RAN2#77:

We will introduce a second HS-DSCH DRX cycle in CELL_FACH supporting longer DRX cycle length compared to HS-DSCH DRX cycleFACH.
The second HS-DSCH DRX cycle has the maximum value of 5120 ms.
Other intermediate values (e.g. 640, 1280 and 2560 are FFS)

The UE autonomously switches DRX cycle using a inactivity timer (separate) to enter the second DRX. 

Further Enhanced UE DRX info is at least broadcasted in system information, in the same SIBs as the current DRX parameters.

Discussion of documents R2-121853 and R2-121510 on second DRX:

Relation with the legacy Rel-8 DRX feature?. 

How does it work the coexistence of the old and new DRXs?

-
ST-E: The Rel-11 DRX should not touch Rel-8 DRX feature. The network could broadcast paramenters of both features. Legacy UE will support the Rel-8 DRX features , new UEs will support the Rel-11 DRX feature.

-
DT: what does it mean legacy UEs and new UEs?

-
Huawei: does the Rel-11 feature require the network to broadcast only the second DRX parameters or also the first DRX parameters?

-
ALU: we see some value in improving what was done before for Rel-8.

-
DT: will there be a capability?

-
ST-E: yes, there is the need for a Release 11 capability.

-
Huawei: this is different from what I understood that the second DRX was supposed to be.

-
Renesas: based on your analysis we are not sure we can conclude on this.

-
ST-E: it is true that there are also RAN4 requirements to be defined and fulfilled.

Tentative agreements:
-
If the UE support DRX feature in Rel-8 and DRX feature in Rel-11, the network will decide which one to configure (if any). There will be no impact on Rel-8 DRX feature when we define Rel-11 DRX feature.
The network could broadcast parameters of both features. In that case: legacy UEs that support Rel-8 DRX feature shall use the Rel-8 DRX feature. UEs that support the Rel-11 DRX feature shall use Rel-11 DRX.
-
Chair: not possible to agree on these tentative agreements now. Some companies need more time to consider this approach, which is not the original scheme proposed for second DRX in CELL-FACH.

After come-back:

-
Chair: can we agree on the tentative agreement from yesterday? (see above)

-
QC: what will imply to change the first DRX? Only change of parameters or something more?

-
Renesas: I can see QC point. This tentative agreement will prevent the option to only add the second DRX to the specifications.

-
Chair: correct

-
ALU: we have seen proposals only to change the parameters.

-
Renesas: even in that case it means that we cannot give the first DRX common for all the UEs.

-
Chair: we should try to allow this option

-
NSN: we are not comfortable on this way forward now. We need a bit more time to think about this. Duplication of the parameters will have an impact on the SIBs. We see some benefits, anyway.

-
Chair: what about NSN P1 in 1853?

-
NSN: we might be able to design the signalling in a way to only add the delta signalling for the first DRX.

-
Renesas: NSN proposal would be fine but it is a more stage 3 detail.

-
ST-E: it will be nice to have the two sub-features Rel-8 and Rel-11 independent.

-
Huawei: we share NSN concerns. How the stage 3 will look like?

-
QC: for us the most important part is the functionality should be the same.

After coffee break:

-
NSN: signalling details are FFS?

-
Chair: yes.

Agreements:
-
If the UE support DRX feature in Rel-8 and DRX feature in Rel-11, the network will decide which one to configure (if any). There will be no impact on Rel-8 DRX feature when we define Rel-11 DRX feature.
-
The network could broadcast parameters of both features. In that case: legacy UEs that support Rel-8 DRX feature shall use the Rel-8 DRX feature. UEs that support the Rel-11 DRX feature shall use Rel-11 DRX. Stage 3 details are FFS

-
The network should be allowed to configure the same parameters values for Rel-8 DRX and the first DRX cycle of Rel-11 DRX.

-
The functionality of the first DRX in REl-11 DRX will be exactly the same as Rel-8 DRX, only some parameter values (FFS) will be allowed to be added. Stage 3 details are FFS

R2-121430
Further considerations on the 2nd DRX cycle for CELL_FACH
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Revised in R2-121853
R2-121853
Further considerations on the 2nd DRX cycle for CELL_FACH
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
Proposal 1: As a part of further enhancements for the 2nd DRX, increase the maximum size of the DRX cycle.

Proposal 2: Allow a UE to send the SCRI requests if the 2nd  DRX is configured by the network.

Proposal 3: A UE listens to the HS-SCCH channel in the 2nd DRX cycle

-
Chair: questions on P1?

-
Renesas: what is the motivation on P1? This was discussed already in Rel-8, and we concluded that we don’t need a longer DRX cycle.

-
NSN: it depends.

=>
Noted

R2-121510
Further Enhanced UE DRX
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

Proposal 1. Allow dedicated signalling of 1st and 2nd DRX values/timers to UE

Proposal 2: If the UE is configured with a 2nd DRX cycle length and (new Timer) TXXX = 0, the UE can move straight into the 2nd  DRX when T321 expires. 

Proposal 3: T321 for DRX in CELL_FACH has additional values of [10, 50]

Proposal 4:  A UE shall not request Fast Dormancy when the UE is configured with a 2nd  DRX cycle in CELL_FACH, which is equal or longer than that for Idle mode.

-
ALU: on the coexistence with the Rel-8 DRX feature.

-
Chair: can a UE support Rel-8 DRX and Rel-11 DRX at the same time?

=>
Noted

R2-121812
Further analysis on CELL_FACH DRX
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
Proposal 1: It is proposed new inactivity timer T3XX should be introduced, and T3XX could be started when UE enters short DRX.

Proposal 2: it is proposed that second RX burst length is multiple of radio frame.

Proposal 3: The same DRX cycle length should be defined in CELL_FACH second DRX as CELL_PCH, i.e. second DRX length is 80ms/160ms/320ms/640ms/1280ms/2560ms/5120ms.

Proposal 4: UL transmission could interrupt second DRX, and CELL_FACH Second DRX feature depend on E-RACH feature.

Proposal 5: CELL_FACH second DRX should depend on stand-alone HS-DPCCH feature, so a UE supporting CELL_FACH second DRX shall also support stand-alone HS-DPCCH feature.

Not treated

R2-121585
Open issues on HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

revised in R2-121872

R2-121872
Open issues on HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Proposal 1: The 2nd DRX cycle has a possible value of range of (640, 1280, 2560, 5120) ms.
Proposal 2: A (shorter) Burst Size (HS-DSCH short Rx burstFACH) is introduced, when the UE is using the (shorter) existing/1st Rel-8 DRX cycle (HS-DSCH DRX cycleFACH)

Proposal 3: The (shorter) Burst Size range (2, 4, 6, 8, 10) ms.

Proposal 4: Introduce a new and shorter Inactivity timer T32x for DRX in CELL_FACH to allow quicker transition into 1st DRX.

Proposal 5: The new Inactivity timer T32x for DRX in CELL_FACH has a value range (10, 20, 40, 80) ms.

Proposal 6: If the UE supports HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle in CELL_FACH state then the UE shall also support HS-PDSCH in CELL_FACH, HS-DSCH DRX operation, and common E-DCH.

Proposal 7: The UE in CELL_FACH state shall not send SCRI message including cause "UE Requested PS Data session end" when the UE is using a 2nd DRX cycle length equal or longer than the shorter CN domain specific DRX cycle length for the PS domain and CS domain

Proposal 8: The parameters for the 2nd DRX cycle in CELL_FACH are broadcasted in SIB5/5bis (T32x, HS-DSCH second DRX cycleFACH, HS-DSCH short Rx burstFACH)

Proposal 9: When the UE supports the 2nd DRX cycle in CELL_FACH, and the 2nd DRX cycle in CELL_FACH parameters are broadcasted in SIB5/5bis, the UE uses the 2nd DRX in CELL_FACH

Not treated
R2-121659
Monitoring the Paging Indicator channel in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Proposal 1: A UE in the second DRX cycle in CELL_FACH needs to monitor PICH in one Paging Occasion per DRX cycle. The UE shall monitor HS-SCCH only if a paging indication is received on PICH.

Proposal 2: If a UE camps in the second DRX cycle CELL_FACH state, after successfully decoding the data on HS-DSCH, it doesn’t send the measurement report on the uplink

Not treated

CRs:

R2-121587
Introduction of HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.304
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

R2-121588
Introduction of HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.306
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

R2-121589
Introduction of HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.308
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

R2-121592
Introduction of HS-DSCH DRX operation with second DRX cycle
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
All the four documents above not treated

Document on autonomous state transition:

R2-121581
Autonomous state transition between the UTRA RRC states
Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce the autonomous state transition from FACH to PCH.

Proposal 2: Introduce the autonomous state transition from DCH to PCH.

Proposal 3a: Introduce the autonomous state transition from DCH to FACH.
Proposal 3b: Consider a UE moving straight to the (enhanced) DRX cycle upon the autonomous transition into the FACH state

Not treated
10.1.8
Mobility from CELL_FACH to EUTRA

The merit was agreed. Companies to focus on progressing on the open issues on reselection and on merits and details of additional mechanisms (e.g. enhanced network controlled methods - redirection).

Agreements from RAN2#77:

In CELL_FACH, the UE shall measure all frequency layers and RATs with a priority higher than the serving frequency when the serving cell is above Sprioritysearch. 

It shall be possible for the NW to enable/disable the above enhancement.

Below Sprioritysearch is FFS.

GERAN is FFS.

Discussion documents on reselection:
-
NSN: on P2 below, we have some concerns on early implementability. The knowledge of the network about the UE supporting of this feature? How does the network knows?

-
Renesas: there will be a capability bit

-
NSN: it has been decide to put it in Release 11. We don’t see the need to have it early implementable.

-
Telia Sonera: we have shown almost one year ago that we have problems also in early releases. So this is important for us.

-
Telecom Italia: technically what is the earliest Release? 

-
Renesas: Release 8

-
NSN: Ok, but then we will discuss the Release.

-
AT&T we like this feature.

-
QC: On P3, the point is that now we can agree on not only the above Sprioritysearch
-
Broadcom: does the UE need to support DRX in order to support the sub-feature?

-
QC: there are two options

-
Broadcom: network or UE options?

-
Broadcom: what about the performance?

-
Renesas: is the same situation in previous releases. 

-
ST-E: what is the reason for a capability?

-
Renesas: only to allow the network to know when dedicated priorities are used.

-
NSN: is not the only case.

-
Telecom Italia: yes, even if the network doesn’t use dedicated priorities the network might need this information to handle mobility. 

Agreements on the absolute priority re-selection sub-feature:

-
In CELL_FACH, when there are 3 RATs in total indicated as neighbours the UE shall measure UTRAN inter-frequency and EUTRAN when the serving cell is below Sprioritysearch, eliminating GERAN. Otherwise the UE shall measure the configured RATs (to a maximum of 2).
-
The feature is early implementable (entire feature). Which Release is FFS.

-
The NW can configure the UE whether to perform measurements and reselection (all layers - high/equal/low priority) in CELL_FACH state

-
Absolute Priority based Measurements will be done in FACH measurement occasions (if configured) or CELL-FACH DRX, Rel-8 or Rel-11 DRX.(if configured)

-
FFS: Whether NW can configure the UE to perform high priority layer measurements and reselection in CELL_FACH state only above Sprioritysearch is FFS 
-
FFS: Capability/FGI signaling and feature dependency is FFS, but there will be at least 1 capability or FGI.

R2-121472
Reselection Enhancements in CELL_FACH
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Proposal 1: In CELL_FACH, when there are 3 RATs in total indicated as neighbours the UE shall measure UTRAN inter-frequency and EUTRAN when the serving cell is below Sprioritysearch, eliminating GERAN. Otherwise the UE shall measure the configured RATs (to a maximum of 2)

Proposal 1a: It shall be possible for the operator to configure per cell and/or per UE whether the UE measures GERAN or not, and whether the UE uses absolute priority rules or legacy rules for this case. 

We also propose an approach which will make early implementation of the feature straightforward, and the service based and coverage based use-cases are not dependent on one another. 

Proposal 2: Measurements and reselection to high priority layers when Srxlev and Squal is above Sprioritysearch is early implementable.

Proposal 2a: The UE can indicate support in early releases by signalling FGI 3.

Proposal 2b: The NW can configure the UE to perform only high priority layer measurements and reselection in CELL_FACH state. 

Proposal 3: Measurements and reselection when Srxlev or  Squal is below Sprioritysearch is early implementable.

Proposal 3a: The UE can indicate support in early releases by signalling FGI 4.

Proposal 3b: The NW can configure the UE to perform all priority layer measurements and reselection in CELL_FACH state

Proposal 3c: If the UE supports all priority layer reselection in CELL_FACH state it shall also be capable of supporting reselection to only high priority layers (when Srxlev and Squal is above Sprioritysearch)

Proposal 4: A Rel-11 UE supporting E-UTRAN shall support absolute priority reselection from CELL_FACH to EUTRAN. 

Not treated
R2-121753
On FE-FACH absolute priority cell reselection
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1: Allow Absolute priority measurements and reselection also when UTRA Sx ≤ Sprioritysearch; if more than two RATs are configured for absolute priority reselection in cell_FACH, GERAN measurements should be disabled.

Proposal 2: Allow absolute priority cell reselection in cell_FACH using both Measurement Occasions or DRX gaps, based on the HS-DSCH discontinuous reception status (disabled or enabled, respectively). 

Proposal 3: Add a UE capability indication to advertise UE support of absolute priority based reselection in cell_FACH.

Proposal 4: Allow the network to enable (and disable) absolute priority reselection in cell_FACH.

Proposal 5: Allow earlier implementability of the absolute priority reselection in cell_FACH

Not treated
R2-121751
IRAT prioritization for FE-FACH absolute priority cell reselection
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1: Discuss and agree on the signalling solution proposed in sec. 2 for indicating RAT prioritization during cell_FACH absolute priority cell reselection

Not treated

R2-121752
Introduction of FE-FACH absolute priority cell reselection in 25.304
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.304
B
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
Not treated

Discussion document on network controlled methods:
Use cases: service based or also coverage based mobility?

What cells should be reported? Other info?

Measurement configuration? 

What is the UE using? Measurement Occasions? DRX?

What about the timing of the report?

How to Report? Which message(s)?Which IE? Measured Results on RACH has pros and cons…

Is timing of the report critical? Do we need extra reports (e.g. cell update, RRC Connection Request, etc)

Idle mode / Cell_PCH / URA-PCH ?

During CELL-FACH DRX?

RRC Connection Release enhancements

-
Ericsson: how can the measurement report help the re-direction? Why we need the measurement report and how this can help?

-
Huawei: this has been discussed for a lot of meetings

-
QC: yes, but we have no answer to the question

-
Huawei: to avoid blind re-direction

-
Ericsson: unsuccessful redirection will cause delay, but this will not be solved by UE measurement. These measurements will alleviate the problem, but not solve it for all cases.

-
Telecom Italia: it will not always guarantee the success in 100% of the cases, but in general mobility decisions are based on measurements. So we think these measurements can help.

-
QC: what is the trigger of the re-direction? Since Rel-99 the mobility in CELL-FACH has been under UE control, i.e. cell reselection. We think cell reselection with dedicated priorities is enough.

-
Renesas: we need to understand something. Measurement can help, This is obvious. We need to understand what is the use case for Rel-99 measurement for RACH then? They are there, so it means that they are useful. 

-
Chair: Some networks use them today.

-
QC: in this case we still don’t see the merit, given the complexity.

-
NSN: you don’t see the merits but other companies see those.

-
QC: maybe is nice to have but the complexity doesn’t justify the introduction of it.

-
ALU: where is the complexity?

-
Telecom Italia: we provided the motivation at the last meeting. The whole WI is trying to introduce features in CELL FACH, as this state is more and more important. Pure reselection is not sufficient for us. We have sufficient merit.

After offline discussion:

-
Telecom Italia: all the network vendors see some benefits of having some measurement reports in CELL FACH, but this is also linked to the enhancement for re-direction. This mechanism needs improvement.

-
Ericsson: we need to improve the unsuccessful case as well.

-
Renesas: if we add measurement, then how common is the unsuccessful case?

-
QC: we can agree if we see the merit on the technical side.

-
Renesas: we thought that the merit is very clear.

-
Telecom Italia: we would like to have this mechanism and use it. For network control.

-
Renesas: we can already report measurements, so we should report measurement of E-UTRA measurement.

-
QC: this one is another mechanism

Agreements:

-
We will introduce the reporting of measurements from the UE to be used for network controlled mechanism, in order to improve the reliability of the mobility from Cell-FACH.
-
The mechanism will be simple.

-
The E-UTRAN measurements will be included in Measured Results on RACH.

-
We need to improve the unsuccessful re-direction case as well.

R2-121111
Consideration on Enhanced Redirection from UMTS to LTE in Cell_FACH
ZTE, China Unicom
Disc

Proposal 1: Reselection and redirection are used based on the service and coverage.

Proposal 2: SRNC should activate the E-UTRA measurements, the UE only perform the inter-freq/E-UTRA measurements.

Proposal 3: UE should periodically report the detected E-UTRA frequencies which qualities are above a configured RSRQ/RSRP threshold in descending order according to their related measurement quantities.

Proposal 4: for reselection and redirection schemes, UE should share the same measurements, and all inter-freq and E-UTRA should be measured in CELL_FACH state.

Proposal 5: discuss and agree the enhanced redirection to E-UTRA: For rel-9/10, hardcoding the searching time to (nr of signalled E-UTRA frequencies) x 1 seconds, if no suitable cell is found UE can return to UMTS or be allowed fly away. For rel-11, NW configured a searching time, if no suitable cell is found UE should return to the original UMTS cess or fall back to rel-9 redirection behaviour.

Proposal 6: to consider more efficient and flexible U2L redirection controlling mentioned above
Not treated

R2-121291
Network Controlled CELL_FACH mobility
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: The UE will send an UL message to indicate the availability of LTE network as soon as detected.

Proposal 2:

2.1 A new parameter is added to indicate the threshold for the report of LTE availability. Alternatively the same parameters can be sent via Dedicated Priority Information

2.2 UE measures the LTE frequencies indicated in SIB 19 or in Dedicated Priority Information

2.3 UE sends a CELL UPDATE message with a new cause to indicate that LTE is available. The Cell ID of the LTE Cell is included in the message

Proposal 3:The UE is allowed to send only one CELL UPDATE per LTE frequency.

Proposal 4:The restriction to send CELL UPDATE is left at cell change.

Proposal 5:The restriction to send CELL UPDATE is left when UE receives Dedicated Priority Information.

Proposal 6:Information on LTE quality can be included in UL messages in CELL_FACH other that CELL UPDATE, if network configures it.

Not treated

R2-121466
Enhanced Network Control of Mobility in CELL_FACH
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Proposal 1: Measurements for reporting cells and/or frequencies for enhanced NW controlled mobility should use the same measurement rules used for reselection, however cells which are to be reported should not be considered for reselection. Network controlled mobility should not mean that the UE has to perform more measurement activity and it can just report the quantities which are internally used for reselection evaluations. 
Proposal 1a: NW indicates to UE a list of cells and/or frequencies which are to be treated as per proposal 1. 

Proposal 1b: This should be as part of SIB19 absolute priority configuration, and dedicated measurement control.

Proposal 1c: Enhanced measurement reporting should apply only for higher priority layers (service based mobility). Any layers configured for reporting instead of reselection are treated as higher absolute priority as than the currently camped layer while SrxlevServingCell >= Threshserving,low, regardless of the absolute priority assigned in signalling.

For reporting measurements:
Proposal 2: When measurement results become available according to proposal 1, the UE triggers Cell Update procedure to provide the measurements to the network.

Proposal 2a: This can be done in CELL_FACH, CELL_PCH, URA_PCH states. 

Proposal 2b: The measurements can be sent in “Measured Results on RACH” IE.

Proposal 2c: A new Cell Update cause is needed (e.g. “measurement results available”).

Not treated
R2-121508
Measured Results on RACH
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

Proposal. For RAN2 to consider including LTE measurements in Measured Results on RACH

Not treated

R2-121796
Network controlled mobility in CELL_FACH state
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
Proposal 1: A new “Re-direction to E-UTRA order” message should be introduced to enhanced mobility to LTE

Proposal 2: The new “Re-direction to E-UTRA order” should follow the principles outlined above.

Proposal 3A: RSRP/RSRQ quality threshold may be included in the redirection order.

Proposal 4: Network should be able to request a “one-time” measurement and measurement report

Proposal 5: The new “Re-direction to E-UTRA order” may indicate a cell or cells in E-UTRA in which the UE should try to camp.

Not treated
R2-121806
Discussion on CELL_FACH mobility enhancement to LTE
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
Proposal 1: To use “Measured Results on RACH” to carry the E-UTRAN measurement results.
Proposal 2: Criteria of measurement and reporting should be configured via system information and/or dedicated message.

Proposal 3: MEASUREMENT REPORT should be used as the UL message to carry the E-UTRAN measurement results. Other message, e.g., cell update, could also be considered.

Proposal 4: If not differently configured by the network, the UE should report the measurement results got from the measurements for cell reselection to E-UTRAN.

Proposal 5: RAN2 to discuss allowing the network to designate E-UTRA frequencies for the UE to measure and report in FACH state. 

Proposal 6: RAN2 to discuss whether reporting threshold would be configured for CELL_FACH mobility and what is the expected UE behaviour.

Proposal 7: Inter-freq/RAT measurements for cell reselection in CELL_FACH state could be enabled/ disabled by the network, to prioritize the measurement on the designated E-UTRAN frequencies.

Proposal 7bis: The co-existence scenario with cell reselection measurements when measurements on designated E-UTRAN frequencies are configured is FFS.

=>
Noted
10.1.9
CRs

Stage 2 and stage 3 CRs

Stage 2 CRs

R2-121671
Introduction of Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH in 25.308
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.308
B
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

result of email discussion [77#34]

-
Renesas: about the absolute priority reselection: should we have this ONLY in 36.300 and not here?

-
Broadcom: why?

-
Renesas: this is where it is currently for Release 8 feature

-
Chair: we can do without 22.3 and we only specify this in 36.300 and of course stage 3.

-
Chair: on 22.2 do we move it next to 14.4.1? It seems agreeable.

=>
Chair: the CR is on email agreement for technical endorsement.


Email discussion n.1 on CRs for FE FACH  up to the next meeting (see [77bis#33])
=>
R2-121671 is postponed
R2-121672
Introduction of Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH in 25.319
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.319
B
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

result of email discussion [77#34]

-
Broadcom, QC: take out “support” from the name in 23.1

-
Chair: OK

=>
Chair: the CR is on email agreement for technical endorsement.


Email discussion n.1 on CRs for FE FACH up to the next meeting (see [77bis#33])
=>
R2-121672 is postponed
CRs on reselection to E-UTRAN:

R2-121474
Introduction of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
CR
36.300
B
REL-11
CELL_FACH_enh-Core

R2-121475
Introduction of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
CR
36.331
B
REL-11
CELL_FACH_enh-Core

R2-121476
Introduction of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
CR
25.331
B
REL-11
CELL_FACH_enh-Core

R2-121479
Introduction of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
CR
25.304
B
REL-11
CELL_FACH_enh-Core

The above 4 documents not treated

R2-121480
Introduction of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
CR
25.306
B
REL-11
CELL_FACH_enh-Core

withdrawn
10.1.10
Others
Feature dependency, capability signalling, recommendation on mandatory/optional features

R2-121593
Considerations on FE-FACH sub-feature dependencies
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Proposal 1: FE-FACH sub-features are optional in Rel-11.

Proposal 2: In Rel-11 and onwards, if the UE supports E-UTRA, it shall also support priority based cell re-selection to LTE in CELL_FACH state.

Proposal 3: In Rel-11 and onwards, if the UE supports inter-frequency UTRAN priority based cell re-selection in Idle mode and PCH states, the UE shall also support inter-frequency UTRAN priority based cell re-selection in CELL_FACH state.

Proposal 4: In Rel-11 and onwards, if the UE supports a second DRX cycle in CELL_FACH, then the UE shall also support common E-DCH.

Proposal 5: RAN2 to further discuss and agree on feature dependencies for FE-FACH uplink and downlink improvements, i.e. RAN2 to discuss and agree on a minimum set of FE-FACH uplink and downlink sub-features.
Not treated

R2-121813
Signature partition and sub-feature dependency in FE-FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
Proposal 1: The UE should be able to report every FE-FACH sub-feature capability separately.

Proposal 2: RAN2 is kindly asked to discuss and agree the UE capability reporting mechanism

Not treated

Specification impact

R2-121674
RAN2 specification impact due to the introduction of Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

This document aims to identify the RAN2 specification impact due to introduction of FE-FACH for the sub-features that have been agreed thus far, in order to facilitate the drafting of stage-3 specifications once sufficient details/agreements are available. RAN2 is requested to discuss the same to facilitate smooth progress and timely completion of the FE-FACH work item.
-
QC: for some sub-features we could have some stage 3

=>
Noted (See Email discussion n.1 on CRs for Fe FACH up to the next meeting, see [77bis#33])

Others

R2-121668
E-DCH resource analysis
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Based on simulation results shown in section 5.1, we don’t foresee a significant need to increase the number of common E-DCH resources from the current maximum value of 32.

Not treated
An offline session was held on Wednesday evening, chaired by the rapporteur of this WI, Ravi Agarwal (Qualcomm), with the aim of progress the work on some of the sub-features in this WI, listed in R2-121886. 
R2-121882
Summary of offline discussion on FE FACH Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Chair: file corrupted, revised in R2-121886

R2-121886
Summary of offline discussion on FE FACH Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

=>
Noted
10.2
WI: RAN overload control for Machine-Type Communications
(SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111373)
EAB stage-3 details for UTRAN (discuss and progress running 25.331 CR)

No contributions.
10.3
WI: HSDPA Multiflow Data Transmission (RP-111375)

(HSDPA_MFTX-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-111375)

RAN2 is the prime responsible WG

10.3.1
General considerations/issues

Including terminology/definitions, feature activation/deactivation/configuration.  

Excluding mobility aspects (to be discussed under 10.4.3)

Discussion on the papers in this AI

-
NSN: wording of P1 in R2-121823 can be improved. Usually we talk about DL cell timings. 
There have to be not more than two.
-
QC: we need to check this with RAN1

-
Ericsson: these agreements will exclude the scenario in figure 4 from QC paper?

-
QC: not in all cases.

-
ZTE: we are supporting the requirement from China Unicom. 

-
NSN: P2 ”The combination of the SF-DC operation with Dual Cell HSDPA with MIMO will 
be supported.” Is already supported. Nothing new
-
NSN: P3:? “the combination of the SF-DC operation with Dual Band Dual Cell."

Is this DF-3C?

-
Ericsson: we prefer to keep the same terminology. 

-
Renesas: we share Ericsson view.
-
Ericsson: DF-3C is sometimes confusing. DF-4C is a super-set of DF-3C.

Agreements:

-
DF-4C operation is allowed on two frequencies maximum. These two frequencies can span on a maximum of two Bands. These two frequencies can be non-adjacent (in the same band). In all these cases MIMO is allowed.

-
QC: can we try to agree on: Dual-Frequency Dual-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (DF-DC 
Aggregation): two sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same 
TTI) on two frequencies

-
Renesas: we can see some complexity, so we are reluctant to support this scenario

-
Ericsson: we are also reluctant, this will complicate a few things, including the mobility

-
ALU: is only for intra-nodeB? Or also for inter-NodeB?

-
QC: our preference would be for both

-
Ericsson: the inter-case is complex. For the intra we need to check.

-
Renesas: even for intra case our RAN1 and RAN4 delegates had some concerns.

-
Chair: we will come back to this question next time.

After coffee break:

-
QC: RAN1 has discussed two cell timings so far. We would like to not rule out the scenario of three cell timings.
-
NSN: our understanding is that issues were seen on the scenarios with more than two cell timings.

=>
The Chair will check with RAN1 Chair which group will decide on the support of more than two cell timings in Rel-11. Companies will know which group from the RAN1/RAN2 agenda of the next meeting. This will help understanding what scenarios will be supported within what we currently call DF-3C.

R2-121151
HSDPA Multiflow configuration
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: Reuse the “Downlink secondary cell info FDD” IE to configure the Multiflow operation.

Proposal 2: Enhance the “Downlink secondary cell info FDD” IE with the “group index” to facilitate the mapping of the HS-DSCH cells to correspondent MAC-ehs entities in the inter-site scenarios.

-
Ericsson: how many transport channels will you configure? 2?

-
NSN: yes

-
Mediatek: maybe for the inter-site we don’t need to add signalling? The UE doesn’t need to know what comes from where. Some of these things are up to the network.

-
Ericsson: there maybe two MAC-ehs entities also for the intra case.

-
Renesas: our understanding is that for the intra case there is only one entity.

=>
Noted
R2-121154
Dynamic carrier deactivation for HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce the dynamic carrier activation/deactivation by means of the HS-SCCH orders. 

Proposal 2: Design of the HS-SCCH carrier activation/deactivation orders must avoid dynamic inter-nodeB coordination

Proposal 3a: The assisting cell, i.e. the cell on the primary carrier of the assisting nodeB, cannot be deactivated

Proposal 3b:  The carrier deactivation order for the assisting cell may indicate a UE only to stop the CQI reporting.

Proposal 4: Each nodeB issues orders only referring to its own cells, enabling ignoring the cell configuration status in other nodeBs.

Not treated
R2-121754
Earlier implementability of MF-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

withdrawn

R2-121755
On MF-HSDPA configurations
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

revised in R2-121849
R2-121849
On MF-HSDPA configurations
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Revised in R2-121877

R2-121877
On MF-HSDPA configurations,
Qualcomm Incorporated, China Unicom
Disc
Single-Frequency Dual-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (SF-DC Aggregation): two sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) in the same frequency; 

Dual-Frequency Dual-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (DF-DC Aggregation): two sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) on two frequencies;

Dual-Frequency 3-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (DF-3C Aggregation): three sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) on two frequencies;

Dual-Frequency 4-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (DF-4C Aggregation): four sectors schedule four independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) on two frequencies; 

Triple-Frequency 3-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (TF-3C Aggregation): three sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) on three frequencies;

Triple-Frequency 4-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (TF-4C Aggregation): four sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) on three frequencies; 

Quad-Frequency 4-Cell HSDPA Aggregation (QF-4C Aggregation): four sectors schedule independent transport blocks to the UE (in the same TTI) on four frequencies.

Proposal 1 – Allow DF-DC as stand-alone MF-HSDPA configuration, including a separate UE capability.

Proposal 2 – Allow support of other DF-3C configurations, in addition to the combination of SF-DC and DC-HSDPA
-
QC: China Unicom added, that’s the only change

-
Ericsson: in figure 4 we have 3 sectors?

-
QC: yes

-
Ericsson: this was excluded by RAN1

-
NSN: this is partially true

-
Ericsson: the RAN1 working assumption has been so far that we can only have two sectors involved

-
QC: we don’t have a strong opinion. DF-3C includes several things. From RAN2 point of view we don’t see additional impact, so we could allow it.

-
Ericsson: RAN1 is working on 2 sectors only.

-
NSN: we can check with RAN1

-
Chair: we will check with RAN1 if 3 sector scenarios need to be considered or not.

-
Ericsson: for 3 sectors we have issues for timing and CQI

-
ZTE: we should check with RAN1

-
NSN, Ericsson: some cases needs to be checked. It makes a difference if some frequencies from some cells belong or not to the active set.

-
Ericsson: we had an agreement that the serving belongs to the active set, so this can have consequences on the different scenarios

-
QC: we can have the option on how to not have this in the active cell.

-
Huawei: a lot of multiflow schemes. Does QC want to discuss all of them?

-
QC: we are limiting our proposal now to what we have in the paper.

=>
Noted

R2-121756
On Intra-nodeB MF-HSDPA pre-configuration and NodeB control via L1 orders
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce a mechanism, to be used for the intra-site multi-point transmission, allowing the RNC to pre-configure specific HSDPA Multiflow configurations, which can be activated/de-activated by NodeB L1 orders

Not treated

R2-121823
Further considerations on multiflow
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree that the configured cells for multi-flow HSDPA operation at most can be spread across two sectors.

Proposal 2: It is proposed to support the combination of the SF-DC operation with Dual Cell HSDPA with MIMO.

Proposal 3: It is proposed to support the combination of the SF-DC operation with Dual Band Dual Cell.

Proposal 4: It is proposed to support the combination of the SF-DC operation with Dual Band Dual Cell with MIMO.

Proposal 5: It is proposed to support the combination of the SF-DC operation with non-contiguous multi-cell operation on two cells in the same band.

Proposal 6: It is proposed RAN2 to agree that the “Downlink secondary cell info FDD” IE can be used to configure multiflow.
· Mediatek: general question. What about RAN1?

· NSN: there were discussions in RAN1.

· ZTE: we wonder about UE capabilities and fragmentations. Are there dependencies?
=>
Noted
R2-121824
Multiflow and enhanced serving cell change
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

withdrawn
10.3.2
Interaction and compatibility with other features

Including other "multi-carrier" features, eSCC, CPC

R2-121152
Open issues for HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: Allow to configure  Multiflow  for the non-adjacent carrier allocation.

Proposal 2: Allow Multiflow with the multi-band configuration.

Proposal 3: Discuss whether there is any obstacle to combine the DF-4C/3C Multiflow operation with DC-HSUPA.

Proposal 4: Multifow can be configured with both the RLC AM and RLC UM modes.

Proposal 5: Discuss the combination of eSCC and Multiflow. 

Proposal 6: Discuss whether with Multiflow, the HS-SCCH-less operation is restricted to the primary serving HS-DSCH cell or to the serving and assisting cells on the primary frequency.

=>
Noted

Discussion:

Is the combination of eSCC and Multiflow supported?

-
ALU: two cases: serving and assisting cases. Yes for Serving and Yes for Assisting. 

-
Renesas: I can’t see any point in supporting this combination, as bi-casting is allowed in multiflow. eSCC is a sort of bi-casting of the control plane. It’s a duplication of functionality.

-
Ericsson: what is the purpose of eSCC in legacy?

-
ALU: it is in the Ericsson paper

-
ALU: Manhattan scenario.

-
Ericsson: in our view in Multiflow you have already two cells, so there is no risk to losing the serving cell suddenly as in case of eSCC, where there was only one cell.

-
Interdigital: if you lose the primary cell, then the UE will still declare a radio link failure, even if the secondary cell is still there.

-
NSN: eSCC was also to avoid RRC re-configurations. There are pre-configuration in eSCC.

-
Ericsson: it is a complex issue.

-
NSN: the orders discussion in RAN1 is only about activation and deactivation, not for switching the primary.

-
Ericsson: eSCC could be seen as a sub-case.

Companies interested in having combination of legacy eSCC (only primary) and Multiflow supported:








ALU, Interdigital, NSN, QC

Companies in the middle:





Ericsson, ZTE

Companies that prefer to not support this:
Renesas, Mediatek

=>
Chair: in order to decide at the next meeting, we need supporting companies to provide an analysis of the complexity of the support of the feature, in case of one cell only and in the case of both serving and assisting. We will decide at the next meeting.
Is the combination of HS-SCCH-less and Multiflow supported?
Discuss whether with Multiflow, the HS-SCCH-less operation is:

1) restricted to the primary serving HS-DSCH cell

2) restricted to the serving and assisting cells on the primary frequency

3) not supported

4) restricted to the serving or assisting cells on the primary frequency

-
Ericsson: what option 1) means?

-
NSN: limited only to the primary serving HS-DSCH cell
-
Interdigital kindly explained the history

-
After Coffee break:

-
NSN: we prefer option 1)

-
Huawei: we support option 1)

-
QC: same

Agreement:
-
HS-SCCH-less operation will be supported and restricted to the primary serving HS-DSCH cell
Is the inter-site DRX supported?
Agreements:

-
To introduce DL DRX for the inter-site Multiflow. The UE will maintain a common DRX status. Details are FFS.

· ALU: inactivity timer case and HS-SCCH order case. 1) Huawei is suggesting to go via 
RNC. But we cannot understand why, i.e. how it works? 2) Also common parameters 
means what? 

· NSN: to 2), yes, there is a common DRX. About the details on 1), we can leave the details 
to the next meeting. There are ways to make it working in a safe way, even if it is not too 
performant.

· ALU: so there is a common timer in the UE?

· Interdigital; yes

· QC: RAN1 working assumption is that is not allowed the case of inter-nodeB case?

· NSN: RAN1 wrote that based on the proposals in RAN1, which were related to a particular 
solution.

· Ericsson: RAN1 have based their conclusions on other documents as well, but it is a 
working assumption.

· Chair will check with RAN1 Chair on the working assumption

· Mediatek: joint session with RAN1 could be an option.

· Huawei: we could decide on the orders and then ask RAN1 if they have any problem with 
that.

R2-121408
Inter-site DL DRX with HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks, InterDigital Communications, Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: Agree to introduce DL DRX for the inter-site Multiflow

Not treated
R2-121446
Multiflow compatibility with legacy features and UE categories
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Not treated
R2-121514
Interaction of CPC, activation/deactivation orders and eSCC with Multiflow HSDPA
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

Proposal 1: Re-evaluate DRX for inter-NB cells in multiflow transmission

Proposal 2: Introduce HS-SCCH order for activation/deactivation of cell in multi-flow operation

Proposal 3: Discuss using the UE to inform participating mutliflow cells of (de-)activation status through L1 uplink signalling.

Proposal 4: Introduce eSCC for assisting serving cell

Not treated
R2-121777
Further considerations on inter-site DTX/DRX with HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks, InterDigital Communications
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce the Iub signaling to exchange the UL DTX activation status between NodeB participating in the inter-site Multiflow operation.

Proposal 2: Introduce the Iub signaling to exchange the DL DRX activation status between NodeB participating in the inter-site Multiflow operation.

Not treated
R2-121821
Inter-site multiflow with DRX feature
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: In case of inter-site multiflow, only the assisting serving NodeB can send HS-SCCH orders for deactivation or activation of DRX.

Proposal 2: Agree the procedures (step 1 to step 4) described in figure 2 on using HS-SCCH orders for deactivation or activation of DRX in inter-site multiflow.

Proposal 3: If the proposal 1 and proposal 2 are agreed in RAN2, it is proposed RAN2 to send an LS to inform RAN3 of the procedures in proposal 2.
Not treated
10.3.3
Mobility aspects
Discussion on papers in this AI:

Tentative agreements:
-
Chair: Can we agree that we will introduce some new events or we will modify the existing events in order to enhance the mobility in multiflow scenarios? Which events is FFS?

-
Ericsson, NSN, ZTE, Huawei: no

-
ALU: yes

=>
Chair: at the present, RAN2 cannot agree that we will introduce any new events or modify the existing events in order to enhance the mobility in multiflow scenarios? Companies interested are invited to study this further.

R2-121421
Considerations on the mobility with HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: The mobility in Multiflow is based on the legacy mobility procedure.

Proposal 2: It is up to the network to decide which type of mobility cell change procedures – synchronized or unsynchronized – should be used with the Multiflow operation.

Proposal 3:  If RAN2 agrees to introduce a new measurement event for the Multiflow operation, it must have the minimum impact to the legacy functioning.

Proposal 4: Discuss whether the Multiflow capable UE should also support the extended measurement capability.

Not treated
R2-121515
Discussion on event triggers for assisted cell selection in Multiflow HSDPA
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

revised in R2-121851
R2-121851
Discussion on event triggers for assisted cell selection in Multiflow HSDPA
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
At a minimum a modified event 1a and 1b can be used, namely 1a-m and 1b-m.  These events can be defined as follows:

Event 1a-m: The path gain between the serving cell and a non-serving cell is within a threshold

Event 1b-m: The path gain between the serving cell and the Assisting Serving Cell is above a threshold

Proposal 1: Introduce new events to manage the path gains between the serving cell and the Assisting Serving Cell

-
Huawei: 3 scenarios. Addition of an Assisting Serving Cell. Change of an Assisting Serving Cell. Removal of an Assisting Serving Cell. What will you use for the Change?

-
ALU: we had in mind to use 1am and 1bm only. This is the minimum, We are open to discuss others.

-
Interdigital: we have the active set update message, so why do we need more that what we proposed last time?

-
ALU: maybe one can be sufficient. I don’t remember the details.

=>
Noted

R2-121606
HSDPA multiflow mobility
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce the terms “HS-DSCH active set”, Secondary HS-DSCH active set”, “HS-DSCH monitored set”

Proposal 2: Apply the modified event 1a, 1b, 1c for HSDPA multiflow mobility at least on secondary carrier

Proposal 2a: Discuss whether we need to be able to use events 1e, 1f and 1j for for HSDPA multiflow mobility at least on secondary carrier

Proposal 3: Apply the modified event 1a, 1b and 1c for each configured additional frequency for HSDPA multiflow operation.

-
Chair: what happen if we do not approve these proposals?

-
Renesas: disaster

-
ALU: disaster = we will not have potential gain and we will waste a lot of power for users at the cell edge

-
Huawei: how this new “HS-DSCH active set” will help the network? Which one is the best assisting cell if there are two of them?

-
Ericsson: Huawei was showing before that in most cases we don’t need any of these improvements. The problems described by ALU are based on some very bad case and bad network configurations/implementation.

-
NSN: we agree with Ericsson.

-
Renesas: we are not introducing new events.

=>
Noted

R2-121700
Discussion on Mobility for multiflow operation
InterDigital Communications
Disc

“RAN2 should discuss, whether from performance perspective, this would be sufficient to justify the need to introduce a new trigger event to report the second best cell.”

Proposal 1: Discuss the need to introduce mobility optimizations to support multi-flow operation
-
Ericsson: cell edge user is a user which occasionally will be at the cell edge. We should look at the average throughput.

-
Renesas: but my house is at the cell edge. Also the pub across the road is at the cell edge.

=>
Noted

R2-121757
Event based Virtual Active Set reporting for MF-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Proposal 1 – Add “virtual” event-1d reporting (i.e. e1d reporting based on secondary carrier RF measurements) for MF-HSDPA. 

Based on similar principles and motivations described above for the virtual event 1d, one could also think about scenarios where other virtual intra-frequency events (e.g. 1a, 1b) could be useful, for example

Virtual event 1a could trigger the following transition

 Intra-NodeB DC or DF-DC (F1&F2 on NodeB1 – F1 anchor carrier) => inter-NodeB DF-3C (F1&F2 on NB1 and F2 on NB2)

Virtual event 1b could trigger the same transition as above, but in the opposite direction (DF-3C to DF-DC or DC).
Proposal 2 – Discuss the need to add other virtual intra-frequency events reporting (based on secondary carrier RF measurements). 

Not treated.

QC: same paper as before.

10.3.4
Inter Node B aggregation

Including analysis on RLC data split options and complexity analysis

Discussion on this AI:

-
QC: we would like to see the algorithm before agree on this. We are not against adding a timer. We are concerned about the performance issues.

-
Interdigital: we can see the details later.

-
QC: we can discuss the optionality of the timer.

Agreements:

-
Introduce a UE side reordering timer to handle data skew in the Multiflow inter-site operations. Details of the timer and the algorithm (the way it works) are FFS.

-
In case the UE will have a capability to indicate the support only of the intra-site Multiflow (not the inter-site case), that UE does not have to support the timer.
R2-121608
HSDPA multiflow skew issue
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Proposal: introduce a SWRN SUFI to discard older status PDUs at transmitter.

Not treated
R2-121758
Optimizing RNC-based RLC split performance
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1 – Consider the proposed optimizations when defining requirements for an RNC-based inter-NodeB data aggregation operation. In particular, the following requirements may be standardized:

To avoid out-of-order control PDUs at the UE, 

    RNC control PDUs should only be sent on the anchor carrier. 

    At the UE, whenever an RLC control PDU is received on a link that is not the primary link, the RLC layer should drop the PDU
To avoid issues during network triggered RLC RESET,

   RNC should send a flush request to both NodeBs during a reset procedure, and wait for a flush confirmation from both NodeBs to complete the reset procedure

To allow efficient RLC PDU skew handling at the RNC, the UE should follow some optimized SUFI rules:


Within each LIST SUFI, the NAKed gaps shall be arranged in the ascending order of the RLC sequence number


Within each LIST SUFI, all the packets between the NAKed gaps are considered ACKed.

     In case multiple Status PDUs are generated for the same reporting instant, the LIST SUFI in the subsequent Status PDU shall NAK again at least one packet in the last sequence number gap in the previous Status PDU
Proposal 2 – Send a LS to RAN3 to inform them of the identified potential

Not treated
R2-121780
On a way forward with the skew handling for HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, InterDigital Communications
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce the UE side reordering algorithm to handle skew in the Multiflow inter-site operations

Proposal 2: Discuss further optimizations on top of the UE side reordering timer.

=>
Noted
R2-121783
Skew handling for HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce a timer similar to t-Reordering (as specified in [9]) to enable UE centric skew handling.

Proposal 2: Discuss about potential enhancements to optimize further the functioning of the RLC reordering timer.
Not treated
10.3.5
CRs

Stage 2 and stage 3 CRs

R2-121156
Introduction of Multiflow in TS 25.302
Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.302
B
REL-11
HSDPA_MFTX-Core

result of email discussion [77#35]

-
QC: we would like to leave the FFS in the first change.

-
NSN: we are discussing with ALU (25.302) how we can avoid to complicate the tables.

-
ALU: we are trying to see if what is already there is already applicable for Multiflow or if we add separate tables. We prefer the latter option.

=>
NSN, Chair: we will follow the rapporteur’s opinion.
=>
postponed, email discussion n.2 on CRs for Multiflow  up to the next meeting (see [77bis#34])
R2-121157
Introduction of Multiflow in TS 25.306
Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.306
B
REL-11
HSDPA_MFTX-Core

result of email discussion [77#35]
=>
postponed, email discussion n.2 (see [77bis#34]) on CRs for Multiflow up to the next meeting

R2-121158
Introduction of Multiflow in TS 25.308
Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.308
B
REL-11
HSDPA_MFTX-Core

result of email discussion [77#35]

-
Chair: what about MAC-hs?

-
Ericsson: it is not supported

-
Huawei: we asked the question in the email discussion

-
Interdigital: this is due to old agreements on DC Rel-8 and onwards.

-
Ericsson: inter-site case DTX. We have not agreed that we will use the HS-SCCH orders.

-
Ericsson: TSN range needs to be discussed. 6 bits or 14 bits and for which cases? For the inter-site we might be able to use 6 bits only. For the inter-site we need to discuss and decide.

-
NSN: the question is valid for some of the cases.

-
Interdigital: inter-site and intra-site are used for the first time. We need to check if this is correct. Inter-NodeB is used sometimes.

=>
postponed, email discussion n.2 on CRs for Multiflow up to the next meeting (see [77bis#34])
-
Chair: what about the other specs?

-
NSN: we will need 25.331, 25.322, for 25.321 we need to check. We will try to start drafting those and submit them as input for the next meeting

-
Ericsson: we will see a document describing the impact on RAN2 specs?

See email discussion n.2 on CRs for Multiflow up to the next meeting (see [77bis#34])
10.3.6
Others

Including UE categories, possible optimisations and enhancements

Discussion on the papers in this AI
Categories?

Capabilities?

Per frequency bands or per UE?

Tentative agreements

-
A separate optional UE capability will be introduced to indicate the support of inter-site scenarios 

=>
Chair: not possible to agree now.

-
NSN: we demonstrated that the multiflow gains are higher in case the UE can support both inter-site and inter-site.

-
Ericsson: we would prefer to not allow the UE to signal only the intra-site support.

-
QC: same view

-
ALU: same view.

-
Renesas: also the testing effort should be taken into account.

-
Mediatek: we share Renesas viewpoint. Then we need to see IoT support of course

-
NSN: in case of intra, the UE has still to implement some complex things.

-
Renesas: the difficult part is not only in L1, but also in L2, e.g. skew handling.

-
Ericsson: in case of inter-site, also the second MAC-ehs entity in the UE needs to be supported, in addition to the timer for the skew handling (if the timer is mandatory for the inter-site case).

-
NSN: maybe in L1 there can be simplifications for the UE supporting intra-site case compared to the UE also supporting the inter-site case. So maybe we need RAN1 opinion on this.

-
NVIDIA: is the network allowed to configure the MAC-ehs differently and do you see a use case for that?

-
NSN: probably we will use the same.

-
Broadcom: we prefer to decide on this at the next meeting

=>
Chair: we will decide on this at the next meeting.

R2-121153
UE capabilities for HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
Proposal 1: A UE supporting Multiflow signals and uses a correspondent physical layer category extension. 

Proposal 2a: Discuss and agree the single-band Multiflow capability signaling.

Proposal 2b: Discuss whether the Multiflow capabilities are signaled  per every frequency band or per a whole UE.

Proposal 3: Discuss and agree the dual-band Multiflow capability signaling.

-
Ericsson: the RNC should be able to distinguish a UE that supports only SF-DC from a DC Rel-8 UE only, or we would need to mandate some feature dependencies on this.

-
NSN: we believe that our proposal allows the network to distinguish these two UEs.

-
Renesas: in Rel-8 there is a MC support flag in RRC Connection Request to signal the support of the feature DC Rel-8. In case of SRNS relocation, there are cases where the target RNC doesn’t receive the flag.

-
Ericsson: another concern is that the Node B knows the physical layer category of the UE. Does the NodeB need to know more?

-
Renesas: we think there can be backward compatibility problems, if the Rel-11 moves to network that only support Rel-8 there can be problems.

=>
Noted

R2-121822
Considerations on UE multiflow capability
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: It is proposed to reuse the current HS-DSCH physical layer categories for multiflow UEs.

Proposal 2: It is proposed to introduce new indicators of multiflow support in RRC signalling.
-
Renesas: do you take into account the UE that can support multiflow only by supporting the additional HARQ process

-
Huawei: we don’t take that account in this paper. 

-
Ericsson: that was for MIMO or in general?

-
Renesas: for MIMO.

-
NSN: we need to word this carefully

=>
Noted

R2-121602
HSDPA multiflow capability signalling
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Proposal 1: Introduce a new HS-DSCH physical layer category extension for SF-DC, DF-3C and DF-4C respectively.

Proposal 2: New HS-DSCH categories should be defined for the UEs, who can support HSDPA multiflow operation only by using the additional HARQ process. The new category will have a bigger number of soft channel bit for the additional HARQ process.

Proposal 3: Decide whether inter-site capability bit needs to be introduced or not.

Proposal 4: Define the multiflow capabilities per frequency band.

-
Broadcom: P4. What about band combination?

-
Renesas: I didn’t want to take that into account.

-
Chair: but we had this agreement today

-
Renesas: sadly yes.

=>
Noted

R2-121603
HSDPA multiflow capability signalling
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Withdrawn

R2-121155
SRB with HSDPA Multiflow
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Observation 1: Multiflow can be applied to suitable SRBs. 

Proposal 1: Agree that bicasting can be applied to Multiflow.

Not treated
10.4
WI: Enhancement of Minimization of Drive Tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN
(eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-120277)

UTRAN specific stage-2 aspects of MDT (see FFSs from last meeting to Scheduled IP throughput, traffic location, …)

Contributions submitted to this agenda item are planned to be treated in the UMTS session. 

Throughtput

R2-121326
MDT Throughput Measurement for UMTS
MediaTek Inc.
Disc

Proposal 1: It is concluded that there is no already defined throughput measurement for UMTS that is suitable for MDT.
Proposal 2: Thus, it would make sense to analyse the feasibility of implementing the LTE scheduled IP throughput measurement also for UMTS.  

Proposal 3: MDT scheduled IP throughput measurement for WCDMA should at least take into account active time and removal of single transmissions.

Proposal 4: MDT scheduled IP throughput measurement for WCDMA should be implemented in the node B

Proposal 5: implemented in the Node B, measurement simplifications to include RNC L2 overhead bits in the data volume count should be applied, similar to current cell level L2 throughput measurements

Proposal 6: HS-DSCH and E-DCH channels should be supported

-
NSN: why in the Node B? We don’t see the gain, more the pain

=>
Noted

R2-121370
Discussion on MDT Throughput Measurement for UMTS
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
[Moved from 5.2.1 to 10.4.1]
Proposal 1: Throughput is calculated by RNC, and transmission elapsed time is calculated by the RLC entity.

Proposal 2: Introduce in a suitable specification (e.g. TS25.322) the definition of throughput in DL/UL as provided in Appendix.
-
Acer: P2. We can see what is decided in LTE on the per QCI and per UE.

-
Ericsson: “The data that occupy a continuous RLC buffer is considered as a Data burst” this is not true. It doesn’t need to be continue. 

=>
Noted
R2-121439
Consideration on MDT QoS Measurement for UMTS
China Unicom
Disc
[Moved from 5.2.1 to 10.4.1]
Proposal 1: To assess if it is critical to remove single transmissions and tail part of transmission for throughput measurement in UMTS, and if there is a better way to obtain the accurate active time in the RNC.

Proposal 2: The exact measurement contents for UMTS should be confirmed firstly. Then, decide in which entity to implement the measurement according to the importance of measurement contents.
Proposal 3:It is meaningful for operators to have unified MDT functions supporting both UMTS and LTE with the assumption of throughput measurement to be implemented at RNC
-
China Unicom not present, asked Huawei to present.

-
Ericsson: difficult to see how P3 can be proposed considering the rest.

-
Huawei: we have preference for RNC and explain it in our paper. 

=>
Noted

R2-121600
On the definition of a UMTS throughput measurement
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

It is proposed that in case a scheduled IP throughput measurement is needed (e.g. since there are legacy proprietary measurements), then this should be performed in the UE

-
Telecom Italia: question on “logging in the NodeB requires impact on the Iub”. Is the assumption that we need to Iub protocol or can we use OAM? When talking about Iub do we have in mind standardization impact?

-
Ericsson: it depends, but we assumed that there are impact on the standards.

-
Mediatek: some impact on Iub is foreseen for the NodeB solution, to transfer the measurements to RNC.

-
ZTE: network based solution can save the air interface and the network needs to do more work. For the UE based solution, maybe there is less impact. So UE based can be suitable for UMTS. For UMTS we might not need as strong requirement as for LTE, because it is a mature technology.
=>
Noted
Discussion on the UMTS throughput measurement:
-
Telecom Italia: looking at the proposals, they have different impacts. NodeB mainly implementation impact. UE based has standards and implementation impacts. RNC standardization, RNC based solution is closer to what we already have, but not much accurate. So we would like to elaborate a bit more on the RNC based solution, with some assistance from the NodeB.

-
NSN: we have sympathy for ZTE comment. Maybe we don’t need so accurate solutions as for LTE, as UMTS is mature technology.

-
Huawei: we can accept also to not specify anything in the specification and leave it to implementation

Options:

1) Node B based: Mediatek. Telecom Italia

2) RNC based: Huawei, Telecom Italia, 

3) RNC based with NodeB assistance: Mediatek. Telecom Italia

4) UE based: Ericsson, ZTE, 

5) Leave it to implementation, nothing needs to be specified: ALU, NSN, Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE, Renesas

-
Chair: can we go for option 5)?

-
Telecom Italia: what is the difference between 2) and 5)?

-
Mediatek: leave it completely to implementation doesn’t make sense

-
Telecom Italia: from an operator prospective, option 5) in not very useful. We see the benefit in having at least a definition.

-
Mediatek: can we assume that the definition for LTE is valid for UMTS and then it is implemented as company wish?

-
NSN: in MDT stage 2, scheduled IP throughput measurement was chosen as it was already existing for LTE

-
Mediatek: no. We went through a couple of requirements first. The definition in LTE has been carefully decided.

-
Chair: Given the comments here, at the next meeting we can decide if there will be a definition for UMTS throughput and decide which one, i.e. LTE or other. The rest will be left to implementation?

-
Ericsson: we still need to decide how it needs to be implemented, even if we decide to only define it.

-
Mediatek: I think we understand leave it to network implementation.

-
NSN: we think that 2) means only have a definition in the specs and nothing else.

-
Mediatek: everybody thinks that it is feasible to define a throughput measurement for UMTS?

-
Ericsson: if we define anything, it should be what we have in LTE.

-
Chair: which companies are in favour of leave the option of the table of having a definition and nothing else? Telecom Italia.
-
Telecom Italia: if we don’t agree on a definition, then we will not have any measurement throughtput for UMTS, formally.

-
Telecom Italia: we can see if we can provide a definition for the next meeting.

=>
Chair: option 2) and 5) are still possible, all the others are ruled out.

Data Volume

R2-121327
MDT Data Volume Measurement for UMTS
MediaTek Inc.
Disc

"We propose that RAN2 confirms the decision taken for LTE and decide where the Data volume measurement should be made and update the running Stage 2 accordingly.

Furthermore we should discuss for which transports channels the traffic class are needed for Rel-11."
-
Chair: can we confirm the decision taken for LTE, that are currently captured in stage 2 and valid also for UMTS?

-
Ericsson: there is a related follow on question: we need to decide on the consequences, i.e. where this measurement can or should be done.

-
Mediatek: NodeB or RNC can be considered

-
NSN: for NodeB solution, we have an issue with the retransmissions, so if we want to have a measurement we should rule out the NodeB.

-
Huawei: we also think that RNC is preferable and feasible.

-
Chair: can we rule out NodeB?

-
Chair: can we decide that there will be data voplume measurement done in the RNC?

-
Ericsson: we have not studied in details, we would prefer to study this a bit more.

-
Chair: at the next meeting we would decide on if these measurement will be feasible and in which network node.

-
Mediatek: we are surprised that we cannot confirm the stage 2 agreement on having this measurements.

-
Mediatek: in the common session we had objections in the common session, so it is different.

-
Mediatek : no objection was shown so far in the common session on the applicability of this data volume measurements to UMTS

-
DT: we agree with Mediatek

-
Chair: so, can we confirm that are currently captured in stage 2 and valid also for UMTS?

-
Ericsson, yes, but we still need to study the consequences of this. If it is feasible to have this in RAN or not.

=>
Chair: at the next meeting we will come back on this and decide.

=>
Noted

QCI Mapping

R2-121196
QCI mapping to UMTS in MDT
Acer Incorporated
Disc
[Moved from 5.2.1 to 10.4.1]
Proposal 1: Use measurement similar/aligned to “Scheduled IP throughput” for UMTS MDT QoS verification.
Proposal 2: Do UMTS Scheduled IP throughput measurement with QCI mapping to the components inside IE Quality of service and/or Radio priority.
Proposal 3: FFS which components inside IE Quality of service and/or Radio priority can be substitute for QCI to do UMTS QoS verification.
-
Mediatek: it is difficult to have a useful discussion now on this topic. LTE discussion has not converged yet.

=>
Noted

10.4.2
Availability of location information

R2-121328
UE location capabilities for UMTS, discussion for MDT
MediaTek Inc.
Disc

Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss what the understanding in RAN2 is with respect to which of the UE caps in Rel-10 should be required to support location in the additional measurements for MDT. 

Proposal 1bis: Raise a CR to Rel-10 to complete the linking of location UE capabilities to MDT.

Proposal 2: RAN2 discuss whether such a UE could provide location in additional measurements.

Proposal 2bis: If such a UE exists, discuss how such signalling could be provided and in which release this signalling could be implemented.

Proposal 3: To discuss the way forward for the definition of UE capabilities for the support of Requested location for MDT

Proposal 3bis: to attempt to reuse the present UE capabilities

Proposal 3ter: to minimise the interaction between Network signalled LCS and Requested location for MDT.

-
ALU: in UMTS there is no special notion of immediate MDT as we are reusing existing functions. The consequence is that is up to the network to map the measurement together. So we cannot talk about P1 and P2.

-
ALU: there is no indication from the UE that it support immediate MDT, so it is up to the network to combine things.

-
Mediatek: it might be nice to map which location techniques are useful or supported for MDT.

-
Chair: everything is possible now, why do you want to restrict this in Rel-10?

-
ALU: in some cases the UE will give you an empty report if the UE is unable to give measurement, but this is the case for every network.

-
ALU: this was the way it was designed.

-
ALU: some of your points are valid, but we need to further discuss.

-
Mediatek: there are GPS UE out there which will not be able to be requested to use GPS for MDT purpose.

=>
Chair: discussion can continue offline

=>
Noted

10.4.3
Other

No contributions.
10.5
WI: Other Rel-11 WIs

i.e. for WIs for which RAN2 is not prime responsible WG.

10.5.1
ULTD – CL (RP-120367)

(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: June 12, WID: RP-120367)
R2-121518
UE request to activate/deactivate uplink CLTD
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

Proposal 1: The UE in addition to a request to activate/deactivate uplink CLTD, should also provide additional information to assist the NB in processing the UE’s request.

Proposal 2: A network configurable period that imposes a minimum time between two UE requests should be introduced.

Proposal 3: The UE request message should be forward compatible allowing other request types to be introduced in the future.

=>
Noted

R2-121547
CLTD activation/deactivation
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc

Proposal 1: The criteria for CLTD activation/deactivation needs to be controlled by the network. 

Proposal 2: The main criteria for CLTD activation/deactivation should be a threshold which uplink transmission power or UPH is compared to. 

Proposal 2a: The network may take into account other factors when deciding whether to activate or deactivate, regardless of whether this is based on a new UE report/request or existing reports such as UPH. 

Proposal 3: The UE provides as part of capability signalling, the gain/loss transition point. 

Proposal 4: Decide whether NW based threshold or UE based threshold shall be used.

Proposal 4a: Any new UE information should be provided to the Node B in SI.

-
Renesas: P3 and P4a could be alternatives

=>
Noted

R2-121675
Enabling Closed Loop Antenna Switching
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal: RAN2 is requested to discuss the merits of introducing Closed Loop Antenna Switching in the specification.

=>
Noted
R2-121677
Signaling design to Enable and Disable CLTD
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1: Mandate the use of MAC-i/is with closed loop transmit diversity when configured in conjunction with E-DCH transport channel

Proposal 2a: Introduce new MAC-i Header Control Elements through the use of reserved ‘spare bits’, to signal the UE request to enable/disable CLTD when configured in conjunction with E-DCH transport channel

Proposal 2b: As part of the new MAC-i Header Control Elements, reserve LCH-ID of ‘1111’ i.e. LCH-ID0 in CELL_DCH state, to signal the UE request to enable/disable CLTD when configured in conjunction with E-DCH transport channel

Proposal 3: Introduce a NW configurable prohibit timer to limit the frequency of UE requests to enable/disable CLTD

Proposal 4a: If MAC header based solution is desired, use C/T field values of ‘1110’ and ‘1111’ to signal the UE request to enable/disable CLTD when configured in conjunction with DCH transport channel

Proposal 4b: If MAC header based solution is desired, as part of C/T field, reserve Logical channel 15 in CELL_DCH state, to signal the UE request to enable/disable CLTD when configured in conjunction with DCH transport channel
Proposal 5: If RRC signaling based solution is desired, introduce a new RRC Event X which is triggered by the UE to indicate to the NW to enable/disable CLTD when configured in conjunction with DCH transport channel. The conditions under which to trigger the event are left to UE implementation.

=>
Noted

Discussion of the 4 papers above:
-
Renesas: what’s the real purpose of this? We noticed that in 2a and 2b rely on P1.

-
QC: we are very surprised by the question, which was asked before. The goal is to avoid additional implementation and testing effort.

-
Huawei: why are we proposing to exclude the MAC-e/es case? CLTD is also allowed for UE supporting only DCH.

-
QC: DCH is nothing to do with this.

Agreements
-
Mandate the use of MAC-i/is with closed loop transmit diversity when configured in conjunction with E-DCH transport channel
-
Chair: companies need more time to check

Coming back later:

-
Broadcom: it will make sense

-
Huawei: no strong opinion, but if we exclude MAC-e/es, then Rel-7 UEs that do not support MAC-i/is will not be possible to be configured with CLTD.

-
NSN: we don’t see the reason to mandate this.

-
Support: only Broadcom

-
Chair: should we introduce Closed Loop Antenna Switching type of UE in the specification? Does the network need to be able to distinguish this type of UE from the other type (beamforming)?
-
QC: we think this is easy and we should add a capability in RAN2. No other impact in RAN1 specs is foreseen

-
Chair: RAN4?

-
QC: there can be discussions on possible UE architectures.

-
Chair: do you have paper on this in RAN4?

-
QC: not yet, too early. They will follow what RAN2 decides.

-
Renesas: I am not an expert on this. Is RAN2 the right place to decide on this? It looks more a RAN4 issue.

-
Chair: I tend to agree with Renesas.

-
Chair: I will check with RAN4 chairman on this point
-
QC: can we decide on the following proposal in our paper? “Proposal: RAN2 is requested to discuss the merits of introducing Closed Loop Antenna Switching in the specification.”

-
Chair: not possible to agree on this now.

-
Chair: is the UE allowed to send a request to activate/deactivate uplink CLTD to the network (this proposal is both for AS and for BF)?

-
QC: this is a good idea.

-
Renesas: we think this is a good idea. We can also discuss about what we have in P3. “The UE provides as part of capability signalling, the gain/loss transition point.”

-
Chair: question to network vendors: do you see any merit at this point in time to allow the UE to send a request to activate/deactivate uplink CLTD to the network (this proposal is both for AS and for BF) or/and to provide as part of capability signalling, the gain/loss transition point?

-
ALU: from the network point of view if we want to turn off CLTD we need more information from the UE, so we can assess for which UEs to turn off the CLTD, so the intention is a good idea.

-
NSN: there is a trade off that we need to consider. Maybe we need to understand better the reasons behind this proposal. 

-
Ericsson: every network care about UE battery life. All this has been discussed in RAN4. From the RAN4 LS we do not understand that there is a problem that we need to solve. At this point we don’t see the need for any of these two proposed mechanisms.

-
QC: there is information that the UE cannot know and are even proprietary. So we think that the UE help is good.

-
Renesas: same view as QC.

-
Ericsson: it is important for the network to know why the UE for example is reporting this information, related to the battery. A feature that cannot be tested is not used by the network. Also the UL interference is one of the concerns.

=>
Chair: at this point is not possible to make agreements on this.

R2-121337
Miscellaneous corrections for UL CLTD
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core

R2-121415
Corrections for UL CLTD
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core

The two documents above not treated.
-
Chair: is the Ericsson CR a subset of the Huawei CR?

-
Ericsson: yes.

-
Huawei: RAN1 specs and RAN1 LS are not consistent.

-
Ericsson: we prefer to postpone the CR.

-
Chair: I will check with RAN1 chair.
10.5.2
ULTD – OL (RP-120367)

(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: June 12, WID: RP-120367)
No contributions
10.5.3
Others
e850_UB-Core:
(e850_UB-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-11, started: Dec.10, closed: March 12, WID: RP-111396)
R2-121499
Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 - 849 MHz) to TS25.307
Alcatel-Lucent, Sprint
CR
25.307


B

REL-11
e850_UB-Core
Note: No cat.B CR allowed for an already completed WI
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

8C_HSDPA-Core:

(8C_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: June 12, WID: RP-101419)
R2-121733
Correction of 8C-HSDPA fallback to 4C-HSDPA
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
8C_HSDPA-Core
· QC: the intention is fine. “then the NW can only configure the UE with 1 carrier” is actually 2.
· Mediatek: why fallback? 
· NSN: the word “fallback” sounds a bit strange.
· Huawei: there is no fallback from 4C to 3C. Why?

· Renesas: Huawei comment is correct. We should apply the same for Rel-10.

· Huawei: why before a UE with 3C without MIMO cannot “fallback” to DC-MIMO?

· QC: A UE can still do it, if it wishes.

· Chair: this is orthogonal to the other one from ST-E.

· Huawei: we think that the second change is not needed. We are fine with the first one.

· Ericsson: OK to remove the “fallback within the same release, but we keep the fallback from 6 to 4 and from 8 to 4.

· Renesas: we should keep the second change.

· Revised in R2-121885

R2-121885
Correction of 8C-HSDPA fallback to 4C-HSDPA
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
8C_HSDPA-Core
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
4Tx_HSDPA-Core:

(4Tx_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-111393)
-
Chair: rapporteur, what’s the status on this WI and what do you suggest we do?

-
Ericsson (rapporteur): we would like to progress this in RAN2.

Discussion on this AI:

Option 1: one HARQ process per TB (up to 4 HARQ processes, two HARQ processes share one ACK/NACK feedback);

Option 2: one HARQ process per codeword (up to 2 HARQ processes);
Agreements:

-
MAC architecture does not need any change.

-
The number of reordering SDUs per TTI does not need to increase.
-
The MAC-ehs window size does not need to increase.

-
The TB size table does not need to change.

R2-121343
MAC impacts due to HSDPA 4-brach MIMO
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

Proposal 1: MAC architecture does not need any change.

Proposal 2: discuss and decide the number of HARQ processes together with RAN1.

Proposal 3: the number of reordering SDUs per TTI does not need to increase.
Proposal 4: the MAC-ehs window size does not need to increase.

Proposal 5: the TB size table does not need to change.
· Ericsson: does RAN1 need to re-do the work?

· Huawei: it depends on RAN1 further discussion. Option 1 and Option 2 are both aligned with the latest RAN1 status.

· Ericsson: it is not clear if the decision on the HARQs number needs to be taken in RAN1 or RAN2. We think this is a RAN2 decision, based on RAN1 agreements on codewords, etc.

· NSN: the decision of having two codewords still is compatible with both option 1 and 2. 

· Chair: RAN1 should write in their LS, if possible, in a way to allow RAN2 to make a decision at the next RAN2 meeting on the number of HARQs: in RAN2 we need to understand if Option 1 and Option 2 described in R2-121343 are both possible or not according to RAN1 decisions and expertise.

· Huawei: but in this meeting RAN1 didn’t discuss the HARQs. In the RAN1 chairman notes the number of HARQ processes are not mentioned.

· Ericsson: the main intention of the two codewords was to reduce the signaling. If we decide in RAN2 for 4 HARQs, we could end up with too much signaling, which would defeat the purpose of trying to reduce the signaling.

· Huawei: we have a different view. We think it is still possible to have 4HARQ process without increasing the signaling. This depends on the RAN1 design of HS-SCCH, which is still under discussion.

· NSN: so RAN1 discussed about HARQs and didn’t decide, or what?

· Ericsson: what is a codeword according to RAN1? Before one codeword corresponds to one HARQ. Now if we have two HARQ per codeword, we are changing this.

· Huawei: how the UE does the HARQ combination on the UE side? On a codeword basis, or a TB basis? If it is TB based, then then is not much difference between two or four HARQ processes.

· Interdigital: CRC are evalutated per TB. To keep this simplicity in the UE, we can have 4 TBs, so 4 HARQs. So we can have a bit of complexity if we allow two TBs, both CRC independently but processed by the same HARQ process.

· Ericsson: they are no independent, they should be equal size. And always send combined for every re-transmission.

· Interdigital: they are not independent because the CRC value would be different for these TBs.

· Huawei: the advantage of 4 HARQs is that is more flexible for the DL scheduling point of view. For example fallback from rank 4 to rank 3.

· Ericsson: we don’t agree with that. We cannot fallback in case of NACKs for all 4 blocks, because we need to re-transmit all of the 4 blocks.So rank 4 to rank 1 is not possible for example. Some of the fallback are possible, some are not.

· Huawei: the mapping for fallbacks is still under discussion in RAN1, in the retransmission cases.

=>
Noted

Email discussion n.3 (see [77bis#35]) with the aim of progressing on this WI. The discussion should take into account the progresses that RAN1 has made at this meeting and try to identify the problems and the decisions that we need to try to take at the next RAN2. For example: size of the TBs, number of HARQ processes, UE categories. MAC-ehs, Until the next meeting.
R2-121344
UE categories for HSDPA 4-branch MIMO
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

This document gave some initial considerations on the definitions of new UE categories for 4-branch MIMO transmission. Six UE categories (as shown in Table 1) are proposed to be considered as the baseline, RAN2 could further discuss whether the number of UE categories needs to be further reduced.
Not treated
R2-121734
Overview of RAN2 Impact in Four Branch MIMO
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

RAN2 is asked to discuss L2 high level views impact and UE categories overview associated with four branch MIMO for HSDPA highlighted in this contribution.

Not treated
R2-121737
UE categories for Four Branch MIMO
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

Proposal: 4 new Four Branch MIMO UE categories are proposed as in Table 1
Not treated
R2-121738
MAC-ehs Operation with 2 Codeword in Four Branch MIMO
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

Proposal 1: There should be two HARQ processes per HS-DSCH per TTI for three streams and four streams transmissions.

Proposal 2: Keep the same redundancy versions coding for the transmissions and retransmissions for the two MAC-ehs PDUs that are logically mapped to the same HARQ process.
Proposal 3: ACK or NACK information is generated by bundling the individual ACK/NACKs belonging to the same HARQ process. One ACK is signalled if both MAC-ehs PDU belonging to the same HARQ process are ACKed. NACK is signalled if at least one of the MAC-ehs PDUs belonging to the same HARQ process is NACKed

-
Chair: which of these proposals are up for RAN2 to decide upon?

-
Ericsson: all these proposals are for RAN2 to decide, we don’t have these proposals in RAN1, they should be discussed and decided in RAN2.

-
Renesas: P2 maybe should be discussed in RAN1.

-
Interdigital: on P3, the way we specify this is specified in 25.214.

-
Ericsson: so on P3, where do we specify the mapping (the bundling?)

-
Interdigital: this can be done in RAN1 specs? 25.214. We don’t write these things in the MAC specs.

-
NSN: in RAN1 specs.

-
Huawei: RAN1

=>
Chair: P1 will be discussed in RAN2, P2 and P3 in RAN1. The proponents are invited to present them in RAN1.
=>
Noted

R2-121740
Transport blocks selection with 2 Codeword in Four Branch MIMO
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

Proposal: In case of three streams or four streams transmissions the two MAC-ehs PDUs mapped to the same HARQ process should be equal in size

Not treated
MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA:

(MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec. 11, target: Dec. 12, WID: RP-111642)
-
Chair: rapporteur, what’s the status on this WI and what do you suggest we do?

-
NSN: RAN1 progressed on this WI, captured in R1-121823.

-
Ericsson: we should make some progress in RAN2.

-
Chair: we will try to treat this WI in Prague meeting.

All the documents in this WI not treated for lack of time.
R2-121340
MAC impacts due to UL MIMO plus 64QAM
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-11
MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core

Proposal 1: It is proposed to double the HARQ process number to 16 and keep the synchronous HARQ scheme for HSUPA MIMO.
Proposal 2: a HARQ process for the secondary stream should have the same activation/deactivation status as its pairing HARQ process for the primary stream.

Proposal 3: It is proposed to restrict the non-scheduled transmission on the primary stream.

Proposal 4: it is proposed to discuss the E-TFC selection procedure together with RAN1.

Proposal 5: the TSN field length and TSN window size for DC-HSUPA are sufficient for UL MIMO.

Proposal 6: New TB Size/AG/SG tables needs to be introduced for 64QAM modulation.
Not treated
R2-121678
MAC Layer aspects of UL MIMO
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-11
MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core

Proposal 1: Mandate the use of MAC-i/is with Uplink MIMO.

Proposal 2: UE continues to operate using a single E-DCH transport channel per uplink frequency with Uplink MIMO.

Proposal 3: There is one HARQ entity per E-DCH transport channel with Uplink MIMO.

Proposal 4a: One HARQ process per TTI for single stream transmission and two HARQ processes per TTI for dual stream transmissions with Uplink MIMO.

Proposal 4b: Both HARQ processes share the same TSN space, which is maintained per logical channel. 

Proposal 4c: Extend the 6 bit TSN field in the MAC-is header by 1 byte for UL MIMO when configured with single cell E-DCH operation. 

Proposal 5: The multiplexing and TSN setting entity continues to be responsible for concatenating multiple MAC-d PDUs or segments of MAC-d PDUs into MAC-is PDUs, and to multiplex one or multiple MAC-is PDUs into a single MAC-i PDU to be transmitted in the next TTI, as instructed by the E-TFC selection function. If the E-TFC selection decides to transmit two transport blocks then 2 MAC-i PDUs are generated and delivered to the HARQ entity.

Proposal 6: For each stream, the HARQ entity provides the E-TFCI, the retransmission sequence number (RSN), and the power offset to be used by L1 for all the transport blocks (one or two) transmitted in a TTI. Redundancy version (RV) of the HARQ transmission in each process is derived by L1 from RSN and CFN.

Not treated

R2-121741
MAC Layer aspects for MIMO with 64QAM for HSUPA
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core

RAN2 is asked to discuss this contribution where some MAC Layer considerations to support MIMO with 64QAM for HSUPA are presented.
Not treated
Sec11:

(Sec11, leading WG: SA3, REL-11, started: June 09, target: Sep.12, WID: none)

R2-121294
Modification of security context storage rate on the UICC
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
25.331  
F
REL-11
Sec11
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-121295
Draft Reply LS on stage 3 for modification of security context storage rate on the UICC
Nokia Siemens Networks
LSout
REL-11
Sec11

draft LS answer to LSin R2-121064

-
NSN: we would like to put SA3 in To: field

-
Chair: OK. The content of the LS is fine for RAN2.
=>
Chair: We can send this LS from the next meeting, attaching the final CR.

Postponed

Other WIs:

(NC_4C_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-110416)
(SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: Sep.11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-120314)
No contributions.

10.6
SI: Other Rel-11 SIs

i.e. for SIs for which RAN2 is not prime responsible WG.

FS_EHNB_enh:

(FS_EHNB_enh, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-111373)
Discussion on this AI:
-
Chair: rapporteur, what do you suggest to progress?

-
ALU: we could discuss here or have an email discussion up to the next meeting with the aim to work on the RAN2 input for the TR.

-
ST-E: two issues: Reply LS to RAN3 on the LS R2-121080. The other issue is on the TP for the TR.

-
NSN: ok with the email discussion

-
ST-E: we don’t think that is a good time for the email discussion, because the second DRX in FE FACH. We could use the second DRX in FE FACH as one of the solutions, so we should wait until we define the details on second DRX in FE FACH before working on possible alternative solutions.

-
ALU: in a SI we normally address the problems and the solutions, we don’t decide on one particular solution.

-
ST-E: we would like to include all the solutions.

=>
Email discussion n.4 (see [77bis#36]) until the next meeting in order to progress on the RAN2 input for TR37.803 on Enhanced HNB mobility in CELL_FACH. The aim is to provide a TP as input to RAN2#78 in a Tdoc that will be allocated.

-
Chair:What about the LS reply to R2-121080?

=>
We can try to see a draft LS after coffee break

R2-121298
Draft Reply LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs
Nokia Siemens Networks
LSout
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

draft LS answer to LSin R3-120452 = R2-121080

Revised in R2-121892

R2-121892
Draft Reply LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs
Nokia Siemens Networks
LSout
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh
draft LS answer to LSin R3-120452 = R2-121080

· Chair: email discussion (2 weeks) to agree on the LS or do we send it at the next meeting?

=>
Chair: email discussion 2 weeks. If it doesn’t converge, this will be treated at the start of 
the UMTS agenda in the next meeting
=>
Email discussion n.5 (see [77bis#00] and R2-121897)
R2-121503
Response LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G macro to femto hand-in for non-CSG Ues
Alcatel-Lucent
LSout

REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

draft LS response to LSin R3-120452 = R2-121080


Not treated
R2-121469
CSG reselection in CELL_FACH
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
Disc
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

R2-121501
RAN2 input for TR37.803 on Enhanced HNB mobility in CELL_FACH
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

R2-121524
CSG/hybrid cells reselection in CELL_FACH
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

R2-121595
Handover into CSG for non-CSG UEs
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

R2-121703
On the clarifications for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in solutions for non-CSG UEs
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh
R2-121817
Discussion on CELL_FACH enhancement
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh
The 6 documents above not treated
10.7
WI: TEI11
R2-121489
Draft Reply LS on Extended S-RNTI
Ericsson
LSout
REL-11
TEI11

draft reply LS to LSin R3-120348 = R2-120849
Revised in R2-121887

R2-121887
Draft Reply LS on Extended S-RNTI
Ericsson
LSout
REL-11
TEI11

draft reply LS to LSin R3-120348 = R2-120849
QC: “would” -> “could”?

The Draft LS is revised in R2-121896

R2-121896
Reply LS on Extended S-RNTI
RAN2
LSout
REL-11
TEI11

reply LS to LSin R3-120348 = R2-120849
=>
The LS is agreed

All the other documents in this AI not treated for lack of time.
R2-121109
Consideration on frequency band specific AG operation
ZTE
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121110
Consideration on some enhanced 3G ANR issues
ZTE
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121216
Inter-RAT Treselection enhancement
TeliaSonera
CR
25.331
C
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121217
Inter-RAT Treselection enhancement
TeliaSonera
CR
25.304
C
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121237
Fast dormancy optimization
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121267
New information in SCRI message for UMTS Fast dormancy
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121269
New information in SCRI message for UMTS Fast dormancy
Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121292
Addition of default radio configuration for CELL_FACH
Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121511
Increasing range of S-RNTI
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

All 9 Tdocs not treated due to a lack of time

R2-121396
Extending S-RNTI without impacting the UE or RRC signalling
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121400
Introduction of Extended S-RNTI
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
B
REL-11
TEI11

Both Tdocs not treated due to a lack of time

R2-121414
Editorial updates to 25.331
Ericsson (rapporteur)
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121435
Correction to reception of HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND message by UE
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

Both Tdocs not treated due to a lack of time
R2-121436
Correction to reception of HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND message by UE
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

withdrawn

R2-121441
Additional value for Total RLC AM Buffer Size
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
C
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121442
Additional value for Total RLC AM Buffer Size value range
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.306
C
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121443
Corrections to definitions section
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
F
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121576
Delay in checking SRB 1-4 mapping on PCH to FACH transition
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121759
Enhanced RRC redirection to E-UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

All 5 Tdocs not treated due to a lack of time
R2-121590
Frequency specific compressed mode for the non-adjacent carrier allocation
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

withdrawn

R2-121591
Frequency specific compressed mode for the non-adjacent carrier allocation
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

R2-121440
Consideration on enhanced RRM with UE assistant information
China Unicom, ZTE
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

Both Tdocs not treated due to a lack of time
11
Outgoing LSs and email discussions from UTRA session

11.1
Agreed outgoing LSs from UTRA session

R2-121896
Reply LS on Extended S-RNTI
RAN2
LSout
REL-11
TEI11

reply LS to LSin R3-120348 = R2-120849

=>
The LS is agreed
11.2
Email discussions from UTRA
Note: Final scheduling of email discussions is provided in Annex F.
1) Email discussion n.1 UMTS/Joint (see [77bis#33])
On CRs in R2-121671 and R2-121672 for Cell_FACH_enh-Core, up to the next meeting (Friday 11 May?), rapporteur Qualcomm. Aim to capture in the CRs the latest RAN2 agreements and technically endorse the CRs. These technically endorsed CRs will be submitted at the next RAN2 meeting. New Tdoc numbers to be provided. 


Other CRs can also be submitted for email discussion, for the following specifications: 36.300, 36.331, 25.321, 25.306, 25.304, 25.331. The aim for those CRs will not be to technically endorse them, but just to allow the progress on those and submit them at the next RAN2 meeting. 8 New Tdoc numbers to be provided. 

2) Email discussion n.2 (see [77bis#34])
On CRs in R2-121156, R2-121157 and R2-121158 for HSDPA_MFTX-Core, up to the next meeting (Friday 11 May?), rapporteur NSN. Aim to capture in the CRs the latest RAN2 agreements and technically endorse the CRs. These technically endorsed CRs will be submitted at the next RAN2 meeting. New Tdoc numbers to be provided. 


Other CRs can also be submitted for email discussion, for the following specifications: 25.331, 25.321, 25.322.The aim for those CRs will not be to technically endorse them, but just to allow the progress on those and submit them at the next RAN2 meeting. 6 New Tdoc numbers to be provided. 

3) Email discussion n.3 (see [77bis#35])

On 4Tx_HSDPA-Core, up to the next meeting (Friday 11 May?), rapporteur Ericsson. The discussion should take into account the progresses that RAN1 has made at this meeting and try to identify the problems and the decisions that we need to try to take at the next RAN2. For example: size of the TBs, number of HARQ processes, UE categories. Outcome: rapporteur summary of email discussion to be submitted at the next RAN2 meeting. 1 Tdoc to be provided.
4) Email discussion n.4 (see [77bis#36])

On FS_EHNB_enh, up to the next meeting (Friday 11 May?), rapporteur ALU. Aim: in order to progress on the RAN2 input for TR37.803 on Enhanced HNB mobility in CELL_FACH. The aim is to provide a TP as input to RAN2#78 in a Tdoc that will be allocated. Outcome: rapporteur summary of email discussion to be submitted at the next RAN2 meeting and TP proposal. 2 Tdoc to be provided.
5) Email discussion n.5 (see [77bis#00])
On FS_EHNB_enh, 2 weeks, rapporteur NSN, Aim: approved the LS in R2-121892

R2-121892
Draft Reply LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs
Nokia Siemens Networks
LSout
REL-11
FS_EHNB_enh

1 Tdoc to be provided for the final LS (once agreed)
12
Left-overs and Comebacks

12.1
LTE adhoc session
R2-121960
Report from LTE CA UP session

=>
noted
R2-121961
Introduction of CA enhancements in 36.321 (running CR); Ericsson; CR
36.321
B
REL-11
LTE_CA_enh-Core
Capturing the agreements of this week

· Email discussion (LTE/CA) to agree on the running MAC CR (Ericsson), see [77bis#04] and R2-121988
12.2
UMTS

No contributions.
12.3
Email Discussions from main session

Note: This is a draft list of Email discussions. The final list including detailed content, responsible company and email discussion number will be distributed on the RAN2 reflector after the meeting (see Annex F). 


EAB: Email discussion until next meeting on the running EAB stage-3 CRs to implement the agreements from this meeting and to progress the CRs. (Huawei)

Email discussion (LTE/MDT) until next meeting to discuss whether to measure per-UE&QCI, per-RAB, per-UE. (NSN)

Email Discussion (Joint/MDT) two weeks to agree an update of the running stage-2 cpturing the agreements from this meeting. (MediaTek)

Email discussion until next meeting (Joint) on defining a general rule for handling of redundant fields (Samsung)

Email discussion until next meeting on CDMA2000 network sharing to discuss the open issues. (ALU)

Email discussion two weeks (LTE CA) for updating the running stage-2 CR (Nokia)

Email discussion (LTE/EDDA) until next meeting to discuss the benefit/need of assistance information for EDDA: 1) data / traffic characteristic information; 2) some form of UE preference for latency/power/DRX; 3) UE mobility information. If possible, output should be an agreeable stage-2 text proposal (Nokia)

Email discussion (LTE/EDDA) to agree on the TR update. (RIM)

Email discussion (LTE/EDDA) until next meeting to discuss the benefit/need of enhancements to L1 uplink control signaling. (ZTE)

Email Discussion (LTE/MBMS) two weeks to try to in principle agree the Rel-9 CR “Avoiding unexpected UE prioritization for MBMS where MBMS is not deployed” presented in R2-121969. (Huawei)

Email discussion (LTE/MBMS) until next meeting on CSGs and MBMS (CATT)

Email discussion two weeks (LTE/MBMS) meeting on the running stage-2 CRs to implement the agreements from this meeting and to progress the CRs. (Huawei)

Email disussion (LTE/IDC) to discuss what “ongoing interference” means and to come up with a guideline for the UE. (Samsung)

Email discussion (LTE/IDC) until next meeting to discuss which information is to be provided in the IDC indication. (Huawei)

Email discussion (LTE/CMCC) for two weeks to update the running stage-2 CR (CMCC) (R2-121968)

Email discussion (LTE/HetNet Mobility) until next meeting to discuss which of the results (including some graphs and numbers) provided to this meeting to include into the TR (ALU) (TR 36.839 v0.5.1)

Email discussion (LTE/HetNet Mobility) until next meeting to start the evaluation of the inter-frequency small cell detection performance and potential enhancements. (DOCOMO)

Email discussion (LTE/HetNet Mobility) until next meeting to evaluate the benefits of MSE enhancements with respect to mobility performance and to try to agree on enhancements that are considered beneficial by RAN2. (Renesas)

Email discussion (LTE/CA) to agree on the running MAC CR (Ericsson)

Email discussion two weeks (Joint/VoIP Continuity) to try to agree on the LS to SA2 and CT1 (cc RAN3). We should focus on the main questions raised in this meeting but also address the FDD/TDD split related issues. (QC)


13
Outgoing LS and output to other groups from LTE/joint

R2-121376
Draft LS to CT1 on NAS/AS interaction for EAB; Huawei; LSout; LS05; draft reply LS to LSin C1-120907 = R2-121067; REL-11; SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core; 

-
Text requires some updates to reflect our agreements properly. 

-
We should ask CT1 to clarify in NAS specifications that MT calls are not subject to EAB. 

=>
An updated LS can be provided in R2-121861 (Huawei)

R2-121861
Draft LS to CT1 on NAS/AS interaction for EAB; Huawei; LSout; LS05; draft reply LS to LSin C1-120907 = R2-121067; REL-11; SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core;
=>
LS is approved in R2-121986
R2-121958
DRAFT Reply LS on re-documentation and alignment of PWS; to CT1, cc GERAN2, RAN3; ST-E

-
Samsung suggests to reflect our suggested way forward in the LS.

-
ST-E suggests to postpone this to the next meeting. 

=>
We postpone the LS to the next meeting (when we expect to have the full package of CRs available/agreeable)
R2-121962
Draft Reply LS on VoHSPA capability indication to SA2; Ericsson; Rel-9; TEI9; 

-
QC reports that there were concerns with the CRs (R2-121963, R2-121964, R2-121965, R2-121966) and that there is not yet agreement for this and suggests to continue the discussion at the next meeting. 

-
DT thinks that many aspects have already been agreed and we should respond to the LS. DT thinks we should prepare an LS with the agreements we have made so far. Vodafone thinks that the draft provided by QC does currently not seem to allow us to send an LS to SA2. 

-
NSN has also difficulties agreeing on QC’s CR but would also like to send an LS. NSN thinks we should ask about the VoLTE capability. NSN has prepared an alternative. QC does not think that that would be agreeable. Ericsson agrees with NSN that those are the reasons why we should send the LS. Ericsson thinks that SA2 will noth bother how we handle FDD/TDD. QC agrees with Ericsson that RAN2 should agree on the FDD/TDD split. 

-
Samsung thinks there could be pontential impact on NAS by splitting FDD/TDD. So, it could not be a pure RAN2 issue. Samsung suggests to discuss via email. 

=>
We should not sent it to GSMA before we have concluded 

· Email discussion (see [77bis#01]) two weeks (Joint/VoIP Continuity) to try to agree on the LS to SA2 and CT1 (cc RAN3). We should focus on the main questions raised in this meeting but also address the FDD/TDD split related issues. (QC)
R2-121950
[DRAFT] RAN2 status on CA enhancements to RAN1 and RAN4; Samsung; Rel-11; LTE_CA_enh-Core
-
Huawei indicates that it was agreed in the UP session that the for an SCell transmitting PRACH the PHR indicates the virtual PH. ZTE thinks that this is nothing new compared to earlier. VC confirms that it is nothing new but still some companies would like to inform RAN1. NSN is OK to include it.

=>
Can add that “Like in Rel-10, when transmitting PRACH on a cell the PHR indicates the virtual PH for that cell.”

-
Timing reference: should be any cell within that sTAG

=>
 Change to “any activated SCell from the same sTAG” 

-
LG suggests to indicate that the Grant in Msg2 is valid for the SCell in which the preamble was transmitted

=>
Can clarify that the Grant in Msg2 is valid for the SCell in which the preamble was transmitted
=>
With these changes the LS is approved in R2-121974
R2-121954
LS on Uplink Positioning Reset Procedure to RAN3; TruePosition

=>
LS is approved

R2-121860
[DRAFT] LS on EUTRA message in PS HANDOVER COMMAND; to GERAN2, cc: RAN5; Ericsson

-
Samsung wonders whether we really agreed to restrict our specification. Ericsson agrees that it reads a bit strong. 

=>
Remove “RAN2 also agreed to avoid future modifications of the 36.331 HandoverCommand.”

=>
Correct to “handover from GERAN”

=>
With these changes the LS is approved in R2-121977
R2-121862
Draft LS on “LS on multi-PLMN Logged MDT and RLF reporting”; to RAN3; eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core; NSN

=>
The LS is approved in R2-121983
R2-121863
Draft LS on UPH for MDT to RAN3; eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core; Huawei

=>
Remove “to RAN3” from the title

-
MediaTek suggests to remove “For MDT, UPH and RTWP need to be provided from the NodeB to the RNC” since we can leave the decision how to do it to RAN3. 

=>
Remove the sentence “For MDT, UPH and RTWP need to be provided from the NodeB to the RNC”

=>
With this change the LS is approved in R2-121982
R2-121975
DRAFT LS on MDT Location; to SA5 and SA2; eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core
-
Change title to “Reply LS on MDT positioning”

=>
Can add: “, where E-CID measurements may be sent to the TCE”

=>
With this change the LS is approved in R2-121984
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Any other business
Meeting schedule 2012/2013:

	MEETING
	DATES
	LOCATION
	HOST
	CO-LOCATION

	RAN2 #77
	6 Feb – 10 Feb 2012
	Dresden, Germany
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5, SA5

	RAN #55
	28 Feb – 2 March 2012
	Xiamen, China
	ZTE, CMCC
	

	RAN2 #77bis
	26 March – 30 March 2012
	Jeju, Korea
	Samsung
	RAN 1/2/4

	RAN2 #78
	21 May – 25 May 2012
	Prague, Czech Republik
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	workshop

RAN #56
	11 June – 12 June 2012
13 June – 15 June 2012
	Ljubljana, Slovenia
Ljubljana, Slovenia
	EF3

EF3
	

	RAN2 #79
	13 Aug. – 17 Aug. 2012
	Tsing Tao, China
	Huawei
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #57
	4 Sep. – 7 Sep. 2012
	Chicago, USA
	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #79bis
	8 Oct. – 12 Oct. 2012
	Bratislava, Slovakia
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #80
	12 Nov. – 16 Nov. 2012
	New Orleans, USA
	NAF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4, @

	RAN #58
	4 Dec. – 7 Dec. 2012
	Barcelona, Spain
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #81
	28 Jan – 1 Feb 2013
	Malta (tbc)
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #59
	26 Feb – 1 March 2013
	Vienna, Austria
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #81bis
	15 April  – 19 April 2013
	?
	NAF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4

	RAN2 #82
	20 May – 24 May 2013
	?, Japan
	JF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #60
	11 June – 14 June 2013
	?
	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #83
	19 Aug. – 23 Aug. 2013
	Barcelona (tbc), Spain
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4

	RAN #61
	3 Sep. – 6 Sep. 2013
	Porto, Portugal
	EF3
	EF3

	RAN2 #83bis
	7 Oct. – 11 Oct. 2013
	Ljubljana (tbc), Slovenia
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #84
	11 Nov. – 15 Nov. 2013
	?
	?
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #62
	3 Dec. – 6 Dec. 2013
	?, Korea
	?
	


EF3:

European Friends of 3GPP
NAF3:

North American Friends of 3GPP
JF3:

Japanese Friends of 3GPP
@: Also co-located: SA2, SA5, CT1/3/4/6

For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #77bis see Annex F.
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Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #77bis. He thanked Samsung for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday March 30th, 2012 at about 17:00.

Annex A:
List of participants

The list of participants of this RAN WG2 meeting #77bis is attached to this report.

Total number of participants: 209 (registered before the meeting: 246)
Annex B:
List of Tdocs
The list of Tdocs of this RAN WG2 meeting #77bis is attached to this report.

Total number of Tdocs:
930 (R2-121060 - R2-121989) of which 96 Tdocs are not available, i.e. 834 Tdocs available.
Annex C:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #77bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(contact)
	source
	original Tdoc
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-121062
	Reply LS to GP-111889 = R2-120009 on issues on inbound CSG mobility failure (contact: Huawei)
	CT1
	C1-120479
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121063
	LS on RR failures and network reselection (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	CT1
	C1-120546
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-121064
	Reply LS to R2-115643 on stage 3 for modification of security context storage rate on the UICC (contact: NSN)
	CT1
	C1-120658
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-121065
	LS on structure of "IP address/ports and selected codec for the IMS media anchoring" in CS to PS SRVCC (contact: Ericsson)
	CT1
	C1-120827
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121066
	LS on re-documentation and alignment of PWS (contact: Ericsson)
	CT1
	C1-120900
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-121067
	Reply LS to R2-116525 on Extended Access Barring (contact: NSN)
	CT1
	C1-120907
	noted
	R2-121986
	

	R2-121068
	Reply LS to GP-111889 = R2-120009 on issues on Inbound CSG Mobility Failure (contact: Huawei)
	CT4
	C4-120581
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121069
	Reply LS to C1-120900 = R2-121066 on re-documentation and alignments of PWS (contact: Ericsson)
	GERAN2
	GP-120301
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121070
	Response to LS R2-121051 on Clarification to the handling of the RRC container during inter-RAT handover (contact: ZTE)
	GERAN2
	GP-120440
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121071
	LS on Reverse SRVCC from UTRAN/GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA (contact: ZTE)
	GERAN2
	GP-120442
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121072
	Reply LS to C1-120479 = R2-121062 and C4-120581 = R2-121068 on issues on inbound CSG mobility failure (contact: Huawei)
	GERAN2
	GP-120443
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121073
	Reply LS to R3-120373 = R2-121027 on CSFB awareness in UMTS and GERAN (contact: Vodafone)
	GERAN2
	GP-120450
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-121074
	LS on Summary of RAN1 agreements on Closed Loop Transmit Diversity (contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN1
	R1-120859
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121075
	LS response to R2-115642 of MDT UL Coverage Use Case (contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	R1-120923
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121076
	LS on feICIC (contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN1
	R1-120927
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121077
	LS on CSI-RS based measurement for CoMP (contact: Samsung)
	RAN1
	R1-120929
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121078
	LS on simultaneous transmission of PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS for multiple TA (contact: Panasonic)
	RAN1
	R1-120946
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121079
	LS on Capability Indicator for SRVCC from UTRAN/GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA (contact: Huawei)
	RAN3
	R3-120451
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121080
	LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs (contact: NSN)
	RAN3
	R3-120452
	noted
	R2-121897
	

	R2-121081
	LS on battery impact due to CLTD (contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	R4-121114
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121082
	LS requesting clarification of whether the UE’s Whitelist is updated after Manual Selection to Hybrid CSG Cell (contact: Intel)
	RAN5
	R5-120761
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121083
	LS on EAB for network sharing (contact: Huawei)
	SA2
	S2-121100
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121084
	LS on UE AS capability request over S1 (contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	S2-121158
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121085
	Reply LS to GP-111900 on agreements on SRVCC from CS to PS (contact: ZTE)
	SA2
	S2-121160
	noted
	no
	note: GP-111900 was not provided to RAN2

	R2-121086
	LS on MDT and relaxation of country restriction (contact: TeliaSonera)
	SA3
	S3-120232
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121087
	LS on PWS Requirements for UEs in Limited Service State (contact: Ericsson)
	SA3
	S3-120241
	noted
	no
	

	R2-121985
	Reply LS to R1-120946 = R2-121078 on simultaneous transmission of PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS for multiple TA (contact: Nokia)
	RAN4
	R4-122226
	noted
	no
	received on Fri of RAN2 #77bis


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: 27 LSs received for RAN2 #77bis (3 on UTRA, 5 on LTE, 19 on joint aspects)
· 0 resubmissions from RAN2 #77

· 27 of the 27 incoming LSs were noted, 0 LSs not treated

· 1 of the 27 incoming LSs was received during the RAN2 #77bis meeting:

· R2-121985 = R4-122226
· For 4 incoming LS an LS answer was postponed:

· R2-121063 = C1-120546
· R2-121064 = C1-120658

· R2-121066 = C1-120900

· R2-121073 = GP-120450
Annex D:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #77bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.

	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-121896
	Extended S-RNTI
	RAN3
	-
	Ericsson
	R3-120348 = R2-120849
	REL-11
	TEI11
	agreed in UTRA session

	R2-121897
	Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs
	RAN3
	RAN4
	NSN
	R3-120452 = R2-121080
	REL-11
	FS_EHNB_enh
	agreed in email discussion [77bis#00]

	R2-121954
	Uplink Positioning Reset Procedure
	RAN3
	
	TruePosition
	-
	REL-11
	LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core
	

	R2-121974
	RAN2 status on CA enhancements
	RAN1, RAN4
	-
	Samsung
	R1-114459 = R2-120010
	REL-11
	LTE_CA_enh-Core
	

	R2-121977
	EUTRA message in PS HANDOVER COMMAND
	GERAN2
	RAN5
	Ericsson
	-
	REL-8
	TEI8
	

	R2-121982
	UL power headroom for MDT
	RAN3
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-11
	eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	

	R2-121983
	Multi-PLMN Logged MDT and RLF reporting
	RAN3
	SA5
	NSN
	-
	REL-11
	eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	

	R2-121984
	MDT Positioning
	SA5, SA2
	-
	MediaTek
	S5-113283 = R2-115676
	REL-11
	eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, OAM-ePM-UE
	

	R2-121986
	NAS/AS interaction for EAB
	CT1
	-
	Huawei
	C1-120907 = R2-121067
	REL-11
	SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core
	

	R2-121987
	VoHSPA capability indication
	SA2, CT1
	RAN3
	Qualcomm
	S2-121016 = R2-121026
	REL-9
	TEI9
	agreed in email discussion [77bis#01]


Summary:

In total 10 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #75bis (2 of them agreed by email):
2 on UTRA, 2 on LTE/E-UTRA and 6 on joint aspects.
Annex E:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #77bis
In total 75 in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #77bis (including 41 which are implicitly in principle agreed, marked in yellow, since their cat.F/C CRs were in principle agreed) will be resubmitted to RAN2 #78 (incl. cat.A: 52 CRs for UTRA 25.xxx/34.xxx specs, 22 CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, 1 CR for joint 37.xxx specs).
NOTE:
5 REL-11 CRs have the status of "running/working" CRs, i.e. they capture the latest status in CR form but it will be up to RAN2 #78 to decide whether they will be agreed and provided to RAN #56 for approval.
The following table includes already Tdoc and CR numbers allocated for RAN2 #78 for all in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #77bis:
	RAN2 #78 Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	SI/WI
	RAN2 #77bis Tdoc

	R2-122021
	Clarification for HCS and absolute priority based cell reselection
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.304
	0319
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE-L23, TEI10
	R2-121579

	R2-122022
	Correction to definition of enhanced inter-frequency measurements without CM
	ZTE
	25.306
	0356
	-
	F
	REL-10
	4C_HSDPA-Core
	R2-121875

	R2-122023
	Correction to definition of enhanced inter-frequency measurements without CM
	ZTE
	25.306
	0357
	-
	A
	REL-11
	4C_HSDPA-Core
	R2-121875

	R2-122024
	Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.306
	0358
	-
	C
	REL-10
	TEI10
	R2-121880

	R2-122025
	Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.306
	0359
	-
	A
	REL-11
	TEI10
	R2-121880

	R2-122026
	Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4954
	-
	C
	REL-10
	TEI10
	R2-121881

	R2-122027
	Extend the carrier capability for two-carrier HSDPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated. CATT, TD Tech, ZTE, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4955
	-
	A
	REL-11
	TEI10
	R2-121881

	R2-122028
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 - 849 MHz) to TS25.307
	Alcatel-Lucent, Sprint
	25.307
	0170
	-
	B
	REL-11
	e850_UB-Core
	R2-121499

	R2-122029
	SI attachment during DCCH/DTCH EUL transmission in CELL_FACH state
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Broadcom Corporation, ZTE
	25.321
	0755
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121873

	R2-122030
	SI attachment during DCCH/DTCH EUL transmission in CELL_FACH state
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Broadcom Corporation, ZTE
	25.321
	0756
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121873

	R2-122031
	SI attachment during DCCH/DTCH EUL transmission in CELL_FACH state
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Broadcom Corporation, ZTE
	25.321
	0757
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121873

	R2-122032
	SI attachment during DCCH/DTCH EUL transmission in CELL_FACH state
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Broadcom Corporation, ZTE
	25.321
	0758
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121873

	R2-122033
	Total E-DCH buffer size in case of CCCH transmission
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.321
	0759
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121874

	R2-122034
	Total E-DCH buffer size in case of CCCH transmission
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.321
	0760
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121874

	R2-122035
	Total E-DCH buffer size in case of CCCH transmission
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.321
	0761
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121874

	R2-122036
	Total E-DCH buffer size in case of CCCH transmission
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.321
	0762
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121874

	R2-122037
	Reconfiguration messages and HS-SCCH orders interaction for HS-SCCH less
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4956
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-CPC, TEI8
	R2-121825

	R2-122038
	Reconfiguration messages and HS-SCCH orders interaction for HS-SCCH less
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4957
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-CPC, TEI8
	R2-121825

	R2-122039
	Reconfiguration messages and HS-SCCH orders interaction for HS-SCCH less
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4958
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-CPC, TEI8
	R2-121825

	R2-122040
	Reconfiguration messages and HS-SCCH orders interaction for HS-SCCH less
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4959
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-CPC, TEI8
	R2-121825

	R2-122041
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4960
	-
	F
	REL-8
	ETWS
	R2-121858

	R2-122042
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4961
	-
	A
	REL-9
	ETWS
	R2-121858

	R2-122043
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4962
	-
	A
	REL-10
	ETWS
	R2-121858

	R2-122044
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4963
	-
	A
	REL-11
	ETWS
	R2-121858

	R2-122045
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0904
	-
	F
	REL-8
	ETWS
	R2-121859

	R2-122046
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0905
	-
	A
	REL-9
	ETWS
	R2-121859

	R2-122047
	Invalidation of ETWS with security feature
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0906
	-
	A
	REL-10
	ETWS
	R2-121859

	R2-122048
	Corrections regarding the UE behaviour on evaluating the variable HSPA_RNTI_STORED_CELL_PCH
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4964
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121878

	R2-122049
	Corrections regarding the UE behaviour on evaluating the variable HSPA_RNTI_STORED_CELL_PCH
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4965
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121878

	R2-122050
	Corrections regarding the UE behaviour on evaluating the variable HSPA_RNTI_STORED_CELL_PCH
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4966
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121878

	R2-122051
	Corrections regarding the UE behaviour on evaluating the variable HSPA_RNTI_STORED_CELL_PCH
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4967
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-121878

	R2-122052
	Clarifications of the UE behaviours when initiating a cell update procedure for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	25.331
	4968
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-121879

	R2-122053
	Clarifications of the UE behaviours when initiating a cell update procedure for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	25.331
	4969
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-121879

	R2-122054
	Clarifications of the UE behaviours when initiating a cell update procedure for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	25.331
	4970
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-121879

	R2-122055
	Clarifications of the UE behaviours when initiating a cell update procedure for 1.28Mcps TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	25.331
	4971
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-121879

	R2-122056
	Corrections on DSAC and PPAC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4972
	-
	F
	REL-8
	PPACR
	R2-121895

	R2-122057
	Corrections on DSAC and PPAC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4973
	-
	A
	REL-9
	PPACR
	R2-121895

	R2-122058
	Corrections on DSAC and PPAC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4974
	-
	A
	REL-10
	PPACR
	R2-121895

	R2-122059
	Corrections on DSAC and PPAC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4975
	-
	A
	REL-11
	PPACR
	R2-121895

	R2-122060*
	Correction of semantics description of k in CELL_DCH measurement occasion info LCR
	TD Tech
	25.331
	4976
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9
	R2-121098

	R2-122061*
	Correction of semantics description of k in CELL_DCH measurement occasion info LCR
	TD Tech
	25.331
	4977
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9
	R2-121098

	R2-122062*
	Correction of semantics description of k in CELL_DCH measurement occasion info LCR
	TD Tech
	25.331
	4978
	-
	A
	REL-11
	TEI9
	R2-121098

	R2-122063
	Correction of SRB1 mapping info for FACH
	Alcatel-Lucent, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4979
	-
	F
	REL-9
	RANimp-Enhstate, TEI9
	R2-121883

	R2-122064
	Correction of SRB1 mapping info for FACH
	Alcatel-Lucent, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4980
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-Enhstate, TEI9
	R2-121883

	R2-122065
	Correction of SRB1 mapping info for FACH
	Alcatel-Lucent, Broadcom Corporation
	25.331
	4981
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-Enhstate, TEI9
	R2-121883

	R2-122066
	Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
	Panasonic
	25.331
	4982
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9
	R2-121884

	R2-122067
	Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
	Panasonic
	25.331
	4983
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9
	R2-121884

	R2-122068
	Clarification on default radio configuration in CELL_FACH
	Panasonic
	25.331
	4984
	-
	A
	REL-11
	TEI9
	R2-121884

	R2-122069
	Correction to the secondary uplink frequency activation state after reconfiguration procedure
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4985
	-
	F
	REL-9
	RANimp-DC_HSUPA
	R2-121889

	R2-122070
	Correction to the secondary uplink frequency activation state after reconfiguration procedure
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4986
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-DC_HSUPA
	R2-121889

	R2-122071
	Correction to the secondary uplink frequency activation state after reconfiguration procedure
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	4987
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-DC_HSUPA
	R2-121889

	R2-122072
	Clarification of capability signaling for UE supporting DB-DC-HSDPA with MIMO
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4988
	-
	F
	REL-10
	RANimp-DC_MIMO, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA, TEI10
	R2-121891

	R2-122073
	Clarification of capability signaling for UE supporting DB-DC-HSDPA with MIMO
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4989
	-
	A
	REL-11
	RANimp-DC_MIMO, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA, TEI10
	R2-121891

	R2-122074
	Correction of 8C-HSDPA fallback to 4C-HSDPA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	25.331
	4990
	-
	F
	REL-11
	8C_HSDPA-Core
	R2-121885

	R2-122075
	Modification of security context storage rate on the UICC
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.331
	4991
	-
	F
	REL-11
	Sec11
	R2-121294

	R2-122076
	Introduction of Carrier aggregation enhancements
	Nokia
	36.300
	0438
	-
	B
	REL-11
	LTE_CA_enh-Core
	R2-121899

	R2-122077
	Introduction of CA Enhancements in MAC
	Ericsson
	36.321
	0540
	-
	B
	REL-11
	LTE_CA_enh-Core
	R2-121988

	R2-122078
	Introduction of service contimuity improvements for MBMS on LTE
	Huawei
	36.300
	0439
	-
	B
	REL-11
	MBMS_LTE_SC-Core
	R2-121900

	R2-122079
	Stage-2 agreements on signalling and procedure for interference avoidance for IDC
	CMCC
	36.300
	0440
	-
	B
	REL-11
	SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core
	R2-121968

	R2-122080
	Clarification on networking sharing for MBMS
	HTC
	36.300
	0441
	-
	F
	REL-11
	MBMS_LTE, TEI11
	R2-121970

	R2-122081
	SPS Reconfiguration
	Nokia Siemens Networks, ASUSTeK, LGE
	36.331
	0907
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-121091

	R2-122082
	SPS Reconfiguration
	Nokia Siemens Networks, ASUSTeK, LGE
	36.331
	0908
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-121091

	R2-122083
	SPS Reconfiguration
	Nokia Siemens Networks, ASUSTeK, LGE
	36.331
	0909
	-
	A
	REL-10
	LTE-L23
	R2-121091

	R2-122084
	Change in Scheduling Information for ETWS
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
	36.331
	0910
	-
	F
	REL-8
	ETWS, LTE-L23
	R2-121956

	R2-122085
	Change in Scheduling Information for ETWS
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
	36.331
	0911
	-
	A
	REL-9
	ETWS, LTE-L23
	R2-121956

	R2-122086
	Change in Scheduling Information for ETWS
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
	36.331
	0912
	-
	A
	REL-10
	ETWS, LTE-L23
	R2-121956

	R2-122087
	Clarification of mch-SchedulingPeriod configuration
	Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung
	36.331
	0913
	-
	F
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-121864

	R2-122088
	Clarification of mch-SchedulingPeriod configuration
	Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung
	36.331
	0914
	-
	A
	REL-10
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-121864

	R2-122089
	Change in Scheduling Information for CMAS
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
	36.331
	0915
	-
	F
	REL-9
	PWS-RAN
	R2-121957

	R2-122090
	Change in Scheduling Information for CMAS
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
	36.331
	0916
	-
	A
	REL-10
	PWS-RAN
	R2-121957

	R2-122091
	Handling of features in FGI1 and FGI2
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Telecom Italia
	36.331
	0917
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LTE-L23, TEI9
	R2-121866

	R2-122092
	Handling of features in FGI1 and FGI2
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Telecom Italia
	36.331
	0918
	-
	A
	REL-10
	LTE-L23, TEI9
	R2-121867

	R2-122093
	Introducing means to signal different REL-10 FDD/TDD Capabilities/FGIs for Dual-xDD UE
	Samsung
	36.331
	0919
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE-L23, TEI10
	R2-121225

	R2-122094
	Clarification on setting of dedicated NS value for CA by E-UTRAN
	Samsung
	36.331
	0920
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	R2-121226

	R2-122095
	Introduction of MDT enhancements
	MediaTek
	37.320
	0043
	-
	B
	REL-11
	eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-121898


*: Note:
It was clarified with the chairman of the UTRA session after the allocation of RAN2 #78 Tdocs that REL-9 CR R2-121098 was actually just in principle agreed for



REL-11. Furthermore, it turned out that the 25.331 rapporteur covered the R2-121098 changes already in his input for RAN2 #78 in R2-122758 so that R2-122062 



could be withdrawn as well at RAN2 #78.



Nevertheless, corresponding statistics in this report count all 3 in principle agreed CRs R2-122060, R2-122061 and R2-122062.
Annex F:
RAN WG2 meeting #77bis 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.

Email discussions with finalisation by 12 April 2012 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 13.04.12 9am CEST:

[77bis#00] UMTS/LS: Approval of LS to RAN3 on Macro to Femto HO [NSN]

-
Approve the LS in R2-121892 (Draft Reply LS on Clarifications on solutions for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs; FS_EHNB_enh)

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed LS to RAN3 (cc RAN4)

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Guillaume Decarreau (NSN) on 05.04.2012.





R2-121897
Reply LS to R3-120452 = R2-121080 on Clarifications on solutions 



for 3G Macro to Femto hand-in for non-CSG UEs (to: RAN3; cc: RAN4; contact: 



NSN)
RAN2





The final LS answer was agreed in R2-121897 on 16.04.2012.
[77bis#01] Joint/LS: LS to SA2 and CT1 on VoIP Continuity [QC]

-
Try to agree on the LS to SA2 and CT1 (cc RAN3), see draft R2-121962. Focus on the main questions raised in this meeting but also address the FDD/TDD split related issues. 
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed LS

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Aziz Gholmieh (Qualcomm) on 05.04.2012.





R2-121987
Reply LS to S2-121016 = R2-121026 on VoHSPA capability 





indication (to: SA2, CT1; cc: RAN3; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN2





The final LS answer was agreed in R2-121987 on 14.04.2012.
[77bis#02] Joint/MDT: Running stage-2 CRs for MDT [MediaTek]
-
Capture the agreements from this meeting in the running stage-2 CR. 

=>
Intended outcome: In principle agreed running stage-2 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Johan Johansson (MediaTek) on 






03.04.2012.





R2-121898
Introduction of MDT enhancements
MediaTek
CR
37.320




B
REL-11
eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core





Running CR R2-121898 was in principle agreed on 16.04.2012.




Note: Although it is a running CR we also in principle agree it here and see then 



at RAN2 #78 whether it will be just endorsed (i.e. remain a running CR) or 




agreed (i.e. submitted to RAN #56).
[77bis#03] LTE/CA: Running stage-2 CR for CA enhancements [Nokia]

-
Capture the agreements from this meeting in the running stage-2 CR
=>
Intended outcome: In principle agreed running stage-2 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Jarkko Koskela (Nokia) on 03.04.2012.





R2-121899
Introduction of Carrier aggregation enhancements
Nokia
CR




36.300
B
REL-11
LTE_CA_enh-Core





Running CR R2-121899 was in principle agreed on 18.04.2012.




Note: Although it is a running CR we also in principle agree it here and see then 



at RAN2 #78 whether it will be just endorsed (i.e. remain a running CR) or 




agreed (i.e. submitted to RAN #56).
[77bis#04] LTE/CA: Running MAC CR for CA enhancements [Ericsson]

-
Capture the agreements from this meeting in the running stage-2 CR (draft was already provided during the meeting in R2-121961)

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed running stage-3 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Mikael Wittberg (Ericsson) on 02.04.2012.





R2-121988
Introduction of CA Enhancements in MAC
Ericsson
CR





36.321
B
REL-11
LTE_CA_enh-Core





Running CR R2-121988 was in principle agreed on 17.04.2012.




Note: Although it is a running CR we also in principle agree it here and see then 



at RAN2 #78 whether it will be just endorsed (i.e. remain a running CR) or 




agreed (i.e. submitted to RAN #56).
[77bis#05] LTE/EDDA: Update of TR36.822 [RIM]

-
Capture agreements from this meeting in TR 36.822.

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed update of TR 36.822
conclusion:

An updated TR 36.822 v0.4.0 was already agreed on Friday of RAN2 #77bis 




capturing RAN2 #77bis agreements. Nokia complained on 12.04.2012 that 




an aspect of R2-121613 should be captured as well.




In order to address this, a TP to 36.822 for RAN2 #78 can be discussed under 



[77bis#05] but no further TR update under RAN2 #77bis is considered.
[77bis#06] LTE/MBMS: Prioritization for MBMS [Huawei]

-
Try to in principle agree the Rel-9 CR “Avoiding unexpected UE prioritization for MBMS where MBMS is not deployed” presented in R2-121969. (Huawei)

=>
Intended outcome: In principle agreed Rel-9 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by David Lecompte (Huawei) on 







09.04.2012.




R2-121989
Avoiding unexpected UE prioritization for MBMS where MBMS is 



not deployed
Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR




36.304
F
REL-9
MBMS_LTE





No consensus could be achieved before 18.04.2012 to in principle agree a 




36.304 CR.





CR R2-121989 was withdrawn on 18.04.2012.
[77bis#07] LTE/MBMS: Running stage-2 CR for Service Continuity for MBMS for LTE [Huawei]

-
Capture the agreements from this meeting in the running stage-2 CR
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed running stage-2 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by David Lecompte (Huawei) on 







09.04.2012.





R2-121900
Introduction of service contimuity improvements for MBMS on LTE



Huawei
CR
36.300
B
REL-11
MBMS_LTE_SC-Core






CR R2-121900 was in principle agreed on 17.04.2012.
[77bis#08] LTE/IDC: Running stage-2 CR for IDC [CMCC]

-
Capture the agreements from this meeting in the running stage-2 CR

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed running stage-2 CR to be provided in R2-121968
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Zhenping Hu (CMCC) on 07.04.2012.





R2-121968
Stage-2 agreements on signalling and procedure for interference 



avoidance for IDC
CMCC
CR
36.300
B
REL-11
SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core






Running CR R2-121968 was in principle agreed on 16.04.2012.
Email discussions with finalisation by 10 May 2012 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 11.05.12 9am CEST:

Note: Ending the email discussions a couple of days before the document submission deadline will hopefully allow email discussion rapporteurs to provide the summaries roughly at submission deadline. This will make it easier for the chairman to prepare those topics and maybe it helps also to reduce the number of contributions that are submitted on these topics since companies know the outcome of the email discussion.

TDoc numbers for email discussions running until RAN2 #78 have to be requested via ADN.

[77bis#20] Joint/EAB: running EAB stage-3 CRs for EAB, WI SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core [Huawei]

-
Update running EAB stage-3 CRs to implement the agreements from this meeting progress the CRs

=>
Intended outcome: Running stage-3 CRs for EAB

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Jeff Gao (Huawei) on 20.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122417.





CRs to TS 25.304/36.304, 25.331/36.331 and 36.306 were provided to




RAN2 #78 in R2-122410/R2-122413, R2-122412/R2-122416 and R2-122414, respectively.
[77bis#21] Joint/MDT: Scheduled IP Throughput Measurement scope, WI eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core [NSN]

-
discuss whether to measure per-UE&QCI, per-RAB, per-UE

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sean Kelly (NSN) on 16.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122157.
[77bis#22] Joint/TEI: Handling of redundant fields [Samsung]

-
Discuss possibilities to define a general rule for handling of redundant fields in RRC
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Himke van der Velde (Samsung) on 





19.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122624.
[77bis#23] Joint/TEI: CDMA2000 network sharing [ALU]

-
Discuss the open issues regarding CDMA2000 network sharing.

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sudeep Palat (Alcatel-Lucent) on 






24.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122721.
[77bis#24] Joint/TEI: RAT/PLMN selection upon RRC Connection Reject [ALU]

-
Related to R2-121063 ”LS on RR failures and network reselection” (C1-120546; contact: Alcatel-Lucent) to ensure that we can reply early from the next RAN2 meeting. 

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sudeep Palat (Alcatel-Lucent) on 






17.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122720,




also a an LS answer was drafted in R2-122733.
[77bis#25] LTE/EDDA: Assistance information [Nokia]

-
Discuss the benefit/need of assistance information for EDDA: 

1) data / traffic characteristic information; 

2) some form of UE preference for latency/power/DRX; 

3) UE mobility information. 

If possible, output should be an agreeable stage-2 text proposal (Nokia)

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary and, if possible, agreeable stage-2 text proposal

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Jussi Koskinen (Nokia) on 25.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122512.





Stage 2 CR to TS 36.300 was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122521.
[77bis#26] LTE/EDDA: L1 uplink control signalling [ZTE]

-
Discuss the benefit/need of enhancements to L1 uplink control signalling.
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sergio Parolari (ZTE) on 26.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122251.
[77bis#27] LTE/MBMS: CSGs and MBMS, WI MBMS_LTE_SC-Core [CATT]

-
Discuss e.g. whether CSG cells may provide MBMS assistance in formation (SAI; new SIB) and whether UEs may provide MBMS Interest Indication to them. Also discuss prioritization of CSG vs. MBMS during reselection. 
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Yumin Wu (CATT) on 19.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122164.
[77bis#28] LTE/IDC: Ongoing interference, WI SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core [Samsung]

-
Discuss what “ongoing interference” means and come up with a guideline for the UE. (Samsung)

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sudhir Baghel (Samsung) on 13.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122511.
[77bis#29] LTE/IDC: IDC indication content, WI SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core [Huawei]

-
Discuss which information is to be provided in the IDC indication.

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Zhuo Chen (Huawei) on 20.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122165.
[77bis#30] LTE/HetNet Mobility: Results for TR, SI FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE [ALU]

-
Discuss which of the results (including some graphs and numbers) provided to this meeting to include into the TR

=>
Intended outcome: TR 36.839 v0.5.1 as input to RAN2 #78 capturing agreements of RAN2 #77bis
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sudeep Palat (Alcatel-Lucent) on 






30.04.2012.





An email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122722.





TR 36.839 v0.5.1 was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122725.
[77bis#31] LTE/HetNet Mobility: Inter-frequency HetNet, SI FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE [NTT DOCOMO]

-
Start the evaluation of the inter-frequency small cell detection performance and potential enhancements. 

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DOCOMO) on 




23.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122568.
[77bis#32] LTE/HetNet Mobility: MSE, FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE [Renesas]

-
Evaluate the benefits of MSE (Mobility State Estimation) enhancements with respect to mobility performance and try to agree on enhancements that are considered beneficial by RAN2.
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Tero Henttonen (Renesas) on 27.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122474.
[77bis#33] UMTS/CELL_FACH: Running CRs for CELL_FACH, WI Cell_FACH_enh-Core [Qualcomm]

-
Based on CRs in R2-121671 (25.308) and R2-121672 (25.319) for Cell_FACH_enh-Core 

-
Aim to capture in the CRs the latest RAN2 agreements and technically endorse the CRs at RAN2 #78. 

-
Other CRs can also be submitted for email discussion, for the following specifications: 36.300, 36.331, 25.321, 25.306, 25.304, 25.331. The aim for those CRs will be to allow the progress on those and submit them at the next RAN2 meeting.

=>
Intended outcome: CRs to 25.308 and 25.319 CRs on CELL_FACH and potentially further draft CRs.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Ravi Agarwal (Qualcomm) on 28.04.2012.





CRs to TS 25.308, 25.319, 25.321 and 25.331 were provided to RAN2 #78 in




R2-122205, R2-122206, R2-122207 and R2-122208, respectively.




Note: Another CR set on Absolute Priority Based Cell Reselection to 






CELL_FACH was provided in R2-122216, R2-122217, R2-122293 and




R2-122294 for TS 25.331, 25.304, 36.300 and 36.331, respectively.
[77bis#34] UMTS/Multi-Flow: Running CRs for Multi-Flow, WI HSDPA_MFTX-Core [NSN]

-
On CRs in R2-121156 (25.302), R2-121157 (25.306) and R2-121158 (25.308) HSDPA_MFTX-Core. 

-
Aim to capture in the CRs the latest RAN2 agreements and technically endorse the CRs at RAN2 #78. 

-
Other CRs can also be submitted for email discussion, for the following specifications: 25.331, 25.321, 25.322.The aim for those CRs will be to allow the progress on those and submit them at the next RAN2 meeting. 

=>
Intended outcome: CRs to 25.302, 25.306 and 25.308 for RAN2 #78 and potentially further draft CRs.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Alexander Sayenko (NSN) on 23.04.2012.





CRs to TS 25.302, 25.306 and 25.308 were provided to RAN2 #78 in




R2-122124, R2-122125 and R2-122126, respectively.




Note: In addition CRs to TS 25.322 and 25.331 were provided in R2-122128 




and R2-122129, respectively.
[77bis#35] UMTS/4Tx HSDPA: General, WI 4Tx_HSDPA-Core [Ericsson]

-
The discussion should take into account the progresses that RAN1 has made at this meeting and try to identify the problems and the decisions that we need to try to take at the next RAN2. For example: size of the TBs, number of HARQ processes, UE categories. 

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Namir Lidian (Ericsson) on 23.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122682.
[77bis#36] UMTS/FS_EHNB_enh: [ALU]

-
Progress on the RAN2 input for TR37.803 on Enhanced HNB mobility in CELL_FACH. The aim is to provide a TP as input to RAN2#78

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary and TP for 37.803

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Nicola Puddle (Alcatel-Lucent) on 





23.04.2012.





The email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122653.





TP to RAN3 TR 37.803 was provided to RAN2 #78 in R2-122655.
Annex G:
LTE CA enhancements UP session
On Thursday morning of RAN2 #77bis, in parallel to the main LTE session an LTE Carrier Aggregation enhancements User Plane session was held in room Lotus 3 chaired by RAN2 vice-chairman SeungJune Yi (LG) addressing agenda items 7.1.2.4 and 7.1.3.
The corresponding report of this session R2-121960 was presented on Fri in the joint session and the contents is provided in this Annex G for convenience reasons.
Note: Changes compared to R2-121960 are shown in text.

	Agreements in CA stage-2
1 UE stops RA preamble transmission on SCell when reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX
2 In an sTAG multiple SCells can be configured with RACH resources and the eNB may order RA on any of those SCells.
3 The UE may use any activated SCell from the TAG as timing reference (UE is assumed to change only when it has to). This agreement is under the assumption that it does not any problems with respect to RAN4 testability.
4 The Pathloss Reference is the SIB2-linked DL and not explicitly configurable
5 We will not introduce RLM on SCells

6 We will design the signaling for supporting 4 TAGs. We assume that RAN4 will decide per band combinations how many TAGs are required to be supported by the UE.


7.1.2.4
Stage-3 UP details
PHR trigger

Agreement at the last meeting
-
Stick to Rel-10. All activated SCells are reported regardless of UL synchronization state. No new triggers will be supported.
Potential problem: Delayed transmission of valid PHR due to prohibit timer started by virtual PHR

- Per Band prohibitPHR-Timer?

- Delay PHR trigger to UL synchronization?
- Delay PHR trigger to real transmission?

- Can be solved by reactivation (eNB implementation)?

R2-121578
Inter-band PL and P-MPR PHR Triggering

InterDigital Communications
Disc
-
noted
R2-121381
PHR for sTAG
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
noted
R2-121319
Discussion on virtual Pcmax,c reporting
Samsung
Disc
[from 7.1.3]
-
noted
PHR delay by activation
-
LG think that reactivation can solve the PHR blocking by the PHR prohibit timer.

-
IDT think that reactivation may generate more PHRs.

=>
Rely on eNB implementation by reactivation of SCell.

PHR blocking by pathloss and power management change

-
IDT think that reactivation cannot solve the problem of PHR blocking for the pathloss and power management changes.

-
Samsung think that this problem exist from Rel-8.

-
Ericsson think that even in Rel-8, periodic PHR is also delayed.

-
IDT think that Rel-8/9/10, SCells are intra-band. Now we have inter-band.

-
Samsung believes that this kind of problem is already there from Rel-8. Huawei agrees.

-
Intel think we may need modification for Rel-11 PHR, however eNB may use both PHR and power control and may get the sufficient information. Panasonic agrees

-
Panasonic think that P-MPR is more UE-specific not the band specific.

-
IDT doesn’t think that Rel-11 is same as Rel-8. In Rel-11, pathloss change in one band may be different from pathloss change in different band.
-
NSN think if eNB worries about the delay, then it can set the short value to the PHR prohibit timer.
LG agrees. LG think that is the reason why we agree on per-UE prohibit timer.

-
ZTE think simultaneous pathloss change in multiple bands are not frequent. 

-
IDT think pathloss changes in multiple bands are uncorrelated.

-
IDT think short value of PHR prohibit timer has no meaning.

-
Samsung think that since PHR reflects power situation for all bands, the eNB can have sufficient information of UE power situation.

-
Intel think even without the short PHR prohibit timer, due to L3 filtering there is a measurement delay.

=>
No problem exists.

R2-121575
Inter-band SCell Activation PHR Triggering
InterDigital Communications
Disc
R2-121725
PHR transmission in multiple TA
Intel Corporation
Disc


R2-121433
PHR trigger for MTA
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc


-
All 3 Tdocs not treated as already covered by previous discussion.
PHR for RACH SCell parallel transmission with PUSCH/PUCCH

- Virtual PHR

- Real PHR (may need new PH formula for RACH)

R2-121142
Consideration on PHR
CATT
Disc
[from 7.1.2.3]
-
ZTE what is the trigger for the PHR for RACH SCell? CATT think PHR trigger is same as before.

-
Samsung asks when this PHR is sent to eNB? CATT think the PHR is sent in another SCell that transmits PUSCH.

-
Huawei agrees that this scenario exist. We may need to discuss in RAN4.

-
Renesas we don’t know whether P-MPR and A-MPR is different for RACH transmission. Agree that RAN4 discussion is needed.

-
NSN wants to leave it to RAN1/RAN4.

-
Samsung is not sure whether we have to consider this case. This is very short period. Samsung suggests that from RAN2 point of view, no problem is found. NSN agrees.

-
CATT if MPR can be used for other case.

-
Panasonic think that CATT proposes nothing new. It’s strange RAN2 does not consider this case.

-
ZTE think we should consider PHR before preamble transmission. Some power used for RACH may impact power used for PUSCH.

-
MediaTek does not see any problem to send virtual PHR in this case.
=>
RAN2 does not see any need for new mechanism. Rely on virtual PHR.
R2-121240
PHR trigger issues for MTA
ZTE Corporation
Disc
-
not treated as already covered by previous discussion.
SCell RA procedure
Agreement at the last meeting: 

-
Rely on the eNB implementation. FFS for additional mechanism.
-
If SCell is deactivated during RA procedure, the ongoing RA procedure is aborted.

Additional mechanism (e.g. restart sCellDeactivationTimer at the initiation of RA procedure)?

R2-121378
Handling of SCell Deactivation during SCell RA Procedure

LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Ericsson during the RA procedure, UL scheduling is not available, so you can not restart the deactivation timer. LG think we can schedule in the downlink for the same or other SCell during the RA procedure. Ericsson think that it is unnecessary scheduling.

-
LG think that setting longer deactivation timer will protect deactivation.

-
HTC think it’s not a good idea to set the longer value for the deactivation timer. LG wonders why the eNB activates SCell if the SCell is used long time later.

-
Chairman think that there are three options. Longer deactivation timer value, PDCCH with UL grant, and Activation/Deactivation MAC CE.

-
NSN think even with the restart of the deactivation timer, the deactivation during RA procedure can happen.

-
Ericsson think it’s consistent to restart timer upon PDCCH reception (regardless UL grant).

-
IDT think eNB has a full control of SCell RA procedure, and also knows SCell activation status. Ericsson does not think that eNB has a full control.

-
Huawei think typically eNB would not set the short value.

-
NewPostcom think deactivation timer is typically not short, so restart the timer is reasonable approach.

-
ZTE think this problem is not critical.

-
HTC think we have to specify what UE should do if this case happens.

-
Panasonic agrees NSN.

-
Renesas don’t see any need to optimize. May rely on long deactivation timer. PDCCH addressed with TPC-RNTI does not trigger restart of deactivation timer. Ericsson think TPC-RNTI is different type.

=>
No additional mechanism is needed.
R2-121242
Discussion on RA problem in SCell
ZTE Corporation
Disc


R2-121715
Considerations on deactivation timer handling for RA SCell

Potevio
Disc
-
Both not treated as already covered by previous discussion.
Abort SCell RA procedure upon SCell deactivation?

R2-121833
SCell deactivation during random access procedure
HTC
Disc
-
Ericsson agree with the proposal.

-
NSN think it is a kind of network error case, so do not see any need to specify.

-
HTC does not think that it is a network error case.

-
Intel agrees that it is an error case, and the MAC spec already specify something for UL-SCH error case, so it is good to specify something to abort the RA procedure on SCell.

-
Samsung think it is a network error case.

-
Ericsson think we should specify something to prevent UE further actions.

-
Pantech think RAR can be received in a PCell for SCell, so we need to specify something to abort the RA procedure on the SCell.

-
LG think this situation happens very rarely. LG think keep transmitting RA preamble does not cause significant problem.

-
ZTE we already agreed that when Max number reached the RA preamble transmission is stopped.

-
NSN suggests to specify “UE shall not transmit RA preamble” in the deactivation section. Samsung is fine with this proposal. Huawei agrees. Ericsson think that even if transmission of RA preamble is prohibited, the RA procedure is still ongoing.

-
Fujitsu think that sensible eNB would keep the SCell activated.

-
Ericsson would like to avoid RA preamble use by the UE if the SCell is deactivated.

-
LG think if we specify something, we have to test it.

Show of hands

-
We need to specify something: 12 companies
-
No need to specify: 9 companies
=>
Specify UE behavior in the MAC specification.

=>
Discuss offline for text to MAC specification (ZTE).

=>
Result from offline discussion: Agree to add a NOTE to say “When SCell is deactivated, the ongoing RA procedure on the SCell, if any, is aborted.” in activation/deactivation section.

R2-121339
SCell deactivation during random access procedure
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
[from 7.1.2.1]
-
not treated as already covered by previous discussion.
Abort SCell RA procedure upon PCell TAT expiry?

R2-121490
Handling of RA procedure on an SCell when PCell TAT expires
HTC
Disc
-
Ericsson wants to cover all scenarios when STAT is running while PTAT is not running.

-
NSN think it is really rare case. LG agrees. Samsung agrees.

=>
We don’t need to specify anything.
R2-121562
Handling of RA procedure on an SCell when PCell TAT expires
HTC
CR
36.321

F
REL-11
LTE_CA_enh-Core
-
Not agreed (without presentation).
Discard ra-PreambleIndex and ra-PRACH-MaskIndex for deactivated SCell
R2-121800
RA procedure after SCell deactivation
Fujitsu
Disc
-
Ericsson think that the NOTE agreed before should be sufficient. Panasonic agrees.

=>
NOTE agreed before covers this case

Do not start SCell TAT when PCell TAT is not running
R2-121449
Random Access Failure Handling on SCell

Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Only 2.3 is remaining.

-
Panasonic asks what is the scenario, why the eNB gives PDCCH order while PCell TAT is not running. Ericsson think that the PTAT can expire during the SCell RA procedure. NSN think that eNB would not send PDCCH order when the PTAT is about to expire. Ericsson think that TAC MAC CE can be lost. LG asks even if it happens what is wrong with UE behavior. Huawei think it’s clear from stage-2 that when PCell TAT expires, the SCell TAT also expires.

-
Acer think even if the UE applies TAC for SCell, the UE will eventually finds that PCell TAT expires, and the UE will expire SCell TAT. ZTE agrees.

-
Intel think there is no problem whether to apply or not the TAC for SCell. Panasonic agrees.

-
CATT proposes to modify stage-2 saying that “When the PCell TAT is not running, the SCell TAT should not be running.”
-
Ericsson suggests to clarify this in the MAC specification.

=>
Agree to change stage-2 “When the PCell TAT is not running, the SCell TAT should not be running.”
-
Chairman asks whether the similar text should be captured in the MAC specification. NSN think that stage-2 text is enough.

=>
No need to capture in MAC specification.

PDCCH order reception when PCell is not time-aligned
R2-121801
Handling the new TAC
Fujitsu
Disc
-
ZTE think according to previous agreement this case should not be considered.

=>
We don’t need to consider this case.
PDCCH order reception during SCell RA procedure

R2-121407
Handling PDCCH orders during RA
Acer Incorporated
Disc
-
Chairman think that this issue was discussed before, and it’s up to UE implementation. Acer think this case is only for SCell. Samsung think this is rare error case.

=>
We don’t need to consider this case.
Not available
R2-121580
Pcmax Inclusion for Inter-band PHR
InterDigital Communications
Disc

withdrawn
7.1.3
Other

DRX for Cell-Specific TDD Configuration
Per-HARQ process DRX timer (drxRetransmissionTimer):

- Follow the corresponding PDCCH subframes of the scheduling cell
Per-UE DRX timers (onDurationTimer, drx-InactivityTimer):

a) Follow the PCell PDCCH-subframes? 

b) Follow the union of PDCCH-subframes of all scheduling cells?

c) Follow the intersection of PDCCH-subframes of all scheduling cells?

For options b) and c), whether the activation status of scheduling cell should be considered?

a) Consider only PDCCH-subframes of activated scheduling cells.

b) Consider PDCCH-subframes of all configured scheduling cells.
R2-121143
Consideration on DRX Timer; 
CATT; Disc; 
[from 7.1.2.3]
-
noted
Discussion

-
Intel in Alt2, if we reduce the on-duration timer, the Alt2 is similar to Alt3.

-
CATT wants to apply PDCCH-subframe for timer counting purpose. May change the definition of PDCCH-subframe. Renesas shares CATT view. During the Active Time, if UE can monitor PDCCH, then UE shall monitor PDCCH.

-
Ericsson is not ok to decouple PDCCH subframe for counting and PDCCH subframe for PDCCH monitoring. NSN does not prefer to decouple them. Samsung agree to NSN. CATT prefer to decouple.

-
Renesas think that Rel-11 is different from Rel-8.

-
ZTE asks whether it is only for full duplex mode UE. Samsung think we have to discuss for both full duplex and half duplex UE. Intel agree to consider both.

-
Samsung suggests that: PDCCH-subframe is used only for timer counting purpose. UE may or may not monitor PDCCH in PDCCH-subframes. Ericsson wants to see CR first and then decided on PDCCH-subframe.

-
NSN: 
Rel-10 behavior is that UE is not required to monitor PDCCH other than PDCCH-subframe.

-
Intel and Huawei is wondering whether the PDCCH-subframe is per serving cell or per UE. ZTE think it should be common.

=>
In Rel-10, PDDCH-subframe is common for all serving cells, and used for DRX timer counting and PDCCH monitoring.

=>
In Rel-11, we will have common DRX.

=>
Companies are asked to bring complete proposals and CRs (based on the updated running MAC CR) for the next meeting. Both full duplex and half duplex UE should be considered.

R2-121341
DRX operation with different TDD UL/DL configurations; 
ASUSTeK, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-121640
Different TDD configurations in inter-band CA; 
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson; Disc; 


R2-121406
Discussion on DRX for CC specific TDD configuration; 
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-121451
Active time in case of Cell specific TDD configuration Inter-band Carrier Aggregation; 
Samsung; Disc; 
R2-121687
DRX operation in inter-band TDD CA; 
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc;
R2-121492
DRX Considerations in inter-band CA with different TDD ULDL configurations; 
New Postcom; Disc; 
R2-121726
DRX operation for different UL/DL configuration in TDD; 
Intel Corporation; Disc; 
-
All 7 Tdocs not treated as discussed together with R2-121143.
UE TYPE 2 (Simultaneous transmission and reception in different TDD bands is NOT supported)

- no PDCCH monitoring for UL subframe

R2-121454
Active time in case of Cell specific TDD configuration Inter-band Carrier Aggregation in case of Half Duplex Mode; 
Samsung; Disc; 
-
not treated as discussed together with R2-121143.
VoIP Segmentation
Does ePHR have impact on SPS?
R2-121231
TB size mismatch problem with ePHR in combination with Semi-Persistent Scheduling; Panasonic; Disc; revision of Tdoc R2-120245; 
R2-121320
Discussion on voice packet segmentation due to Scheduling Information; 
Samsung; Disc; 
-
Both not treated due to lack of time.
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