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Organisation of the meeting

Meeting:







3GPP TSG RAN WG2 #61
Meeting location:





Sorrento, Italy
Duration:







Monday 11.02.2008 - Friday 15.02.2008
Host:








European Friends of 3GPP
TSG RAN WG2 Chairman:


Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung) 
email: Gert.vanLieshout@samsung.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Richard Burbidge (Motorola)

email:
Richard.Burbidge@motorola.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Patrick Fischer (LG)




email:
PFischer@lge.com
TSG RAN WG2 Secretary:


Joern Krause (ETSI MCC)


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





3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG

Technical documents:



ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_61/Docs

Ad hocs:







Parallel ad hocs are held (see agenda item 2) on







- LTE user plane (agenda item 5.1, Wed-Thu): chaired by Gert-Jan van Lieshout

- LTE control plane (agenda item 5.2, Wed-Thu): chaired by Richard Burbidge

- UTRA/UTRAN (agenda item 6, Mon-Thu): chaired by Patrick Fischer

No joint ad hocs with other WGs scheduled so far.
next meetings:





TSG RAN #39,


04.03. - 07.03.2008
Puerto Vallarta, Mexico
TSG RAN WG3 #61bis,
31.03. - 04.04.2008
Shenzhen, China
Statistics
TSG RAN WG3 #61 was held 2 weeks before TSG RAN #39.

· 152 participants

· 750 Tdocs allocated with actual 708 contributions (including xx CRs)

· 41 incoming liaison statements

· 16 outgoing liaison statements

· 127 RAN2 CRs as input for RAN #39 (agreed: 122; endorsed: 1; technically correct: 4):

· 1 CRs for Rel.99 (1 category B)

· 1 CRs for Rel.4 (1 category B)

· 1 CRs for Rel.5 (1 category B)

· 10 CRs for Rel.6 (9 category F, 1 category B)

· 46 CRs for Rel.7 (35 category F, 8 category A, 2 category B, 1 category C)

· 59 CRs for UTRA Rel.8 (4 category F, 40 category A, 14 category B, 1 category C)

· 9 CRs for E-UTRA/LTE Rel.8

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.
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1
Opening of the meeting

TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung) opened the meeting RAN WG2 #61 on Monday morning 11.01.2008 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host (European Friends of 3GPP, EF3) Andrea Buldorini (Telecom Italia) welcomed the delegates to Sorrento and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms:
Main RAN2 room:
San Antonio: 2nd floor, for about 170 participants, Mon-Fri

First ad hoc room:
Pompei: 2nd floor, for about 70 people, Mon-Thu

2nd ad hoc room:

Tritone: floor A (below 2nd floor), for about 50 people, Tue-Thu

Other RAN WGs:
On floor C (below floor A), meeting rooms Sirene (RAN1), Nettuno (RAN1, RAN3, RAN4)

1.1
Call for IPR

Gert-Jan van Lieshout (TSG RAN WG2 chairman) made the following call for IPRs and reminded the delegates of their obligations with respect to IPRs:
	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

The delegates were asked to take note that they were hereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the work of 3GPP.

· to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the RAN WG2 Chairman.

2
Approval of the agenda

R2-080645
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #61, Sorrento, Italy, 11-15.02.2008
RAN2 chairman
conclusion: Agenda was agreed.
Schedule as it was finally carried out:
	Day
	Main RAN2 room
	1st ad hoc room
	2nd ad hoc room

	Monday Morning
	AI 1-3

LTE: AI 4.1 LSs
	-
	

	Monday Morning after coffee break
	LTE: AI 4.1 LSs
	-
	UMTS: AI 6.1 LSs, 6.2 REL-6

	Monday Afternoon
	LTE:
AI 4.2 Stage 2

AI 4.3 Issues
	-
	UMTS: AI 6.2 REL-6, AI 6.3 REL-7

	Monday 18:30 ->
	Joint UMTS/LTE session:

AI 4.9 Inter RAT mobility,
AI 7 home NB/eNB
	-
	-

	Tuesday
	LTE:

AI 4.3 Issues
AI 4.4 Security
AI 4.5 Other (unicast)
	-
	UMTS:
AI 6.3.12 TEI7

AI 6.4.7 WIs other WGs

AI 6.4.2 CS over HSPA

AI 6.4.4 UE DRX

AI 6.4.5 CELL_FACH LCR TDD

	Wednesday
	LTE UP:
AI 5.1.1.1 - 5.1.1.4 MAC
	LTE CP:
RRC:

AI 5.2.1.1 – 5.2.1.2, AI 5.2.1.7
	UMTS:

AI 6.4.1 Improved L2 UL

AI 6.4.3 CELL_FACH UL FDD
AI 6.4.8 TEI8

	Thursday
	LTE UP:
AI 5.1.1.5 – 5.1.1.8 MAC,

AI 5.1.2.1 – 5.1.2.8 RLC,
AI 5.1.3.1 – 5.1.3.3 PDCP,

AI 5.1.4.1 – 5.1.4.2 UE capab.
	LTE CP:
RRC:

AI 5.2.1.3, 5.2.1.4,

cell selection/reselection:

AI 5.2.2.1 - 5.2.2.3
	UMTS:
Leftovers, outgoing LSs

AI 6.4.6 HS-PDSCH serving cell change

	Friday
	AI 8 Reporting LTE CP/UP
AI 9 Outgoing LTE LSs
AI 4.7 UE specific RRM at HO
AI 4.8 SON
	-
	-


Not treated agenda items (AI):
4.6 LTE MBMS (only R2-081036 was handled).
5.1.1.8 LTE UP: Semi-persistent scheduling (only R2-081072 was handled).
5.1.1.9 LTE UP: Other (unicast),
5.1.1.10 LTE UP MAC: MBMS,
5.1.2.9 LTE UP RLC: MBMS,
5.1.3.4 LTE UP PDCP: MBMS
5.2.1.5 LTE CP RRC: System information broadcast

5.2.1.6 LTE CP: RRC: Other (unicast)
5.2.1.8 LTE CP: Methodology

5.2.1.9 LTE CP: MBMS

5.2.2.5 LTE CP: 36.304 Other

No inputs were submitted to agenda items:

5.1.1 LTE UP: Model of the physical layer (36.302)

5.2.2.4 LTE CP: Speed Dependant Cell Reselection

6.3.3 CPC
6.3.5 16 QAM UL
6.3.8 GNSS in UTRAN
6.3.10 7.68 Mcps TDD
3
Minutes of the previous meeting/reporting from other meetings
R2-080646
Draft report of RAN2 #60bis, Sevilla, Spain, 14-18.01.2008
ETSI MCC

discussion:
chairman: Draft report is open for comments before Friday.

On Friday: No comments were raised.

conclusion:
Contents of the report is agreed. Tdoc is revised in R2-080676 to provide final report.

R2-080676
Final report of RAN2 #60bis, Sevilla, Spain, 14-18.01.2008
ETSI MCC

conclusion:
Agreed without additional presentation.

R2-080675
Work and Study Item status after RAN #38 (Dec. 2007)
ETSI MCC

Only provided for information.

conclusion:
Noted.

4
LTE General

Under this agenda item we discuss Stage-2 issues, and also issues that are too general (e.g. impacting multiple protocols) or important (e.g. major impact on other groups) to be discussed in the CP / UP sessions separately.
4.1
Incoming LS to LTE

R2-081195:
LS reply to R2-075473 on Access Class barring, CT1 (CT1-080393; to: RAN2; cc: SA1; contact: NSN) 

Questions 1-3:

· NTT assumes we can handle the timer in AS and present it to NAS as before.

Question 4: 

· NTT thinks this is more SA2/SA1. Then we can follow that decision. If we have progress, we can show pogress, otherwise indicate we follow SA1/2.

=>  Will see draft LS in R2-081206

R2-080648:
Reply LS to R2-074532 on L1 Parameters in Random Access Response, RAN1 (R1-075101; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)

· Ericsson thinks it would have been nice if RAN1 would have provided the number of bits for the different fields (apart from TA)
=> Noted; Should be included in our work. Should stimulate RAN1 delegates to provide this.

R2-080650:
LS on radio problem detection as part of radio link failure handling, RAN1 (R1-080604; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)

· Ericsson thinks the proposal is fine, but maybe we should not talk about “primitives” but just an “indication”.

=>  Very small response LS in R2-081207

R2-080651:
Reply to LS to GP-072030 on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking, RAN1, (R1-080610; to: GERAN; cc: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN; contact: NSN)

=>   Noted

R2-080652:
Reply to RAN2 LS R2-075463 on RACH Power Control Optimisation Use case, RAN1 (R1-080612; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: RAN4; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)

· Ericsson would like to capture the model based on this LS (e.g. initial target receive power in MAC, ramping in MAC, pathloss correction in L1) (see R2-080229 from Sevilla)

· LG asks if this means that the MAC is not aware whether max power is used or not ? Ericsson replies that MAC might not be aware.

· QC points out that there are cases when the HO would include parameters of contention based RACH. Should inform RAN1 collegues.
=>   Noted; agree to include the model from R2-080229 in MAC.

R2-080653:
LS on E-UTRA UL Power Control, RAN1 (R1-080616; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)

· Since handover and RACH DL pathloss measurements have a slightly different purpose, the measurements could potentially be specified differently.

=>  Noted; should take details into account.

R2-080654:
Reply LS to R3-072444 on Load balancing, RAN1 (R1-080617; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: NTT)

· Ericsson wonders whether the distinction between GBR and non-GBR will not be easy ?

· There is a contribution (R2-081164) on this. Can take the discussion then.
· Noted; if we make progress, we can reply.

R2-080656:
Reply LS to R2-075465/R2-075469 on QoS Parameters via S1, SA2 (S2-080913; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)

· So priority linked to QCI, no need for MBR, delay bounds are soft upper bounds.

=>  Noted (to be taken into account in further work).
R2-080657:
LS on QoS Characterization for LTE/EPS, SA2 (S2-080964; to: RAN2, SA4; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)

=>  Noted (same table as in R2-080656)
R2-080666:
LS Reply to S2-080964 on QoS Characterization for LTE/EPS, SA4 (S4-080124; to: SA2; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)

· SA4 wonders what the delay bound for non-GBR means. 

=>   Noted
R2-080658:
Reply-LS to R2-075458 on “subscriber type” indication via S1, SA2 (S2-080965; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)

· NTT DCM points out that they have a contribution on this topic (joint with operators). NTT DCM wonders where this should be treated ? NSN thinks this should be discussed in SA2. Orange would like to have a discussion in RAN2.

=>   Noted; can come back based on contribution and continue further. Changes to our Stage-2 might be required (A.P. Stage-2 rapporteur).
R2-080659:
LS on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures, SA2 (S2-080991; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1; cc: SA3; contact: Vodafone)

=>  Can be discussed in CP session based on inputs. Reply LS in R2-081208
R2-081199:
Response LS to S2-080991 on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures, CT1 (CT1-080572; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, RAN3; contact: Vodafone)

=>  Noted
R2-081194:
LS reply to S2-075870 on TAU in Connected Mode, CT1 (CT1-080392; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, RAN3; contact: NSN)

=>  Noted (we will still wait for response from SA2).
R2-080660:
Reply on Reply LS R3-072395 on Area and Access Restrictions, SA2 (S2-080995; to: RAN3; cc: CT1, RAN2; contact: NSN)

=>   Noted
R2-081196:
Reply LS R3-072395 on Area and Access Restrictions, CT1 (CT1-080394; to:RAN3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Ericsson)

· We already replied last meeting in line with the CT1 response.

=>   Noted
R2-080661:
LS reply to R2-074549 status of security discussions in RAN2, SA3 (S3a071017; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)

· W.r.t. question 8, so continuous failing for ciphering/integrity failing, at least from security point of view there is no strong need to detect this on user plane bearers.

=>   Noted
R2-080662:
Reply to S3a071004= R2-074587 and S3a070987 = S2-075795 on Signalling for Paging, SA3 (S3a071018; to: SA2, RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)

=>   Noted

R2-080663:
Reply LS to ”LS R2-075219 on algorithm input and output”, SA3 (S3a071023; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)

=>   Proposed response in R2-080977
R2-080664:
Reply LS to ”Reply LS on Active mode key change”, SA3 (S3a071046; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)

=> Revised in R2-080705
R2-080705:
Reply LS to R3-072410 ”Reply LS on Active mode key change”, SA3 (S3a071057; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)

· ALU assumes that MME would maybe provide a list of AS security algorithms for S1 handovers. Not really a RAN2 issue.
=>  Noted

R2-080665:
Reply to R2-75469 LS on Packet Delay Budget, SA4 (S4-080089; to: RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)

· Confirms the soft-delay bound.

· LG wonders if SA4 thinks in general that delayed packets are useful, should we remove the discard function. Samsung thinks L2 discard is also for queue management (not only for delay budget). Still it should be 5% or less of the packets.

· LG thinks that delay budget seems less important, and queue management seems more important.

· Ericsson assumes that it is more important to deliver 95% of packets on time than to deliver 100% of the packets. Ericsson has not seen any major problems with the mechanisms we have so far, but thinks some enhancements might be usefull.

· LG is also happy with the current SDU discard function. They just wanted to get this confirmed.

=>  Noted
R2-080672:
Reply LS to S5-071951 on Automatic Neighbour Relation function, RAN3 (R3-082401; to: SA5; cc: RAN4, RAN2; contact: Ericsson)

=>   Noted
R2-080706:
LS on RAN1 ICIC status, RAN1 (R1-080564; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Telecom Italia)

=>  Noted
R2-080707:
LS on Half Duplex FDD Operation in LTE, RAN1 (R1-080614; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5; cc: -; contact: IPWireless)

=>  Noted (will be some impacts, at least on UE capability signalling)
R2-080708:
LS response to R2-075480 on Signalling of MBSFN Subframe Allocation, RAN1 (R1-080620; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)

=>  Noted; still have to work on this.

R2-080709:
LS on L1-related parameters to be configured by RRC, RAN1 (R1-080622; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)

=>  Noted; will have further discussion under 4.3.7.
R2-081156:
LS on UE Test Loop Specification for LTE, RAN5: 

=> withdrawn because of double allocation 

R2-081177:
LS on UE Test Loop Specification for LTE, RAN5 (R5-080328; to: RAN; cc: RAN2; contact: Rohde & Schwarz)

· Ericsson supports this proposal. No concerns are raised in general.

=>
Noted
R2-081197:
Response  to LS R2-080598 on removal of transparent NAS container on BCCH, CT1 (CT1-080398; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Samsung)

=>  Noted; so we assume we can remove the transparent container.
R2-081198:
LS reply to R2-075457 and R2-080622 on Retransmission of UL and DL NAS messages during inter-eNB handovers, CT1 (CT1-080399; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Samsung)

· So CT1 does not agree on the RAN2 proposed UL handling, and wants AS to handle retransmissions at handover.

· Motorola thinks there is good reasons for having it at NAS.

· QC would also like to keep it in NAS. QC thinks that since it is a new NAS protocol, it would be better to have it at NAS.

· Nokia thinks it would be good to have some offline discussion with CT1 delegates

· Infineon thinks it is mainly an implementation issue; main issue is whether we need a retransmission. ALU thinks CT1 is not questioning the motivation for the repetition. So that seems clear. 

· ALU also prefers NAS.

· People are urged to have more offline discussions with their NAS delegates.

· Can continue the discussion in the CP session. Response LS in R2-081210
R2-081200:
LS reply to S3a071035 on outstanding NAS messages, CT1 (CT1-080574; to: SA3; cc: RAN2, RAN3, SA2; contact: NSN)

· Is there really a problem ? There will only be 1 NAS msg in the RRC CONNECTION SETUP COMPLETE with 1 SN ?

=> 
Noted
R2-081326:   
Reply LS on Uplink Coverage for LTE (R1-081103)

· Samsung/NSN indicates it is unclear if we need to choose or they will choose what solution should be taken.

· Ericsson thinks there are also aspects for us. E.g. there is the time latency aspect.

· Samsung thinks the main aspects is the distance between transmission and ACK/NACK signalling, and this is purely RAN1 issue.

· NSN wonders if RAN1 has considered seme-persistent scheduling and half-duplex.

· Ericsson understands that this would be configured per UE. Motorola wonders why we would bundle if the transmission is a small packet.

=>   People can consider up to next meeting.
R2-081342:
LS on Change Request for LTE TDD Frame Structure to TS.36.300 V8.3.0 [CB]
R2-081327:
LS Automatic Neighbour Relation Function – RAN3

· Nokia indicates that the LS does not indicate what CGI should be used. It seems to confirm that the UE is handling only 1 request.

=>  Noted
The incoming LSs R2-080649, R2-080655, R2-080673 were already presented at the last RAN2 meeting #60bis and are therefore withdrawn here (no need to present them again). Nevertheless, for 3 of these 4 LSs RAN2 #60bis postponed the LS answers:

R2-080649
Reply to RAN2 LS R2-074575 on signaling for DL data arrival, RAN1 (R1-075105; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)

· No explicit RAN2 action requested; was already presented at RAN2 #60bis;

· Decision pending.

R2-080655
LS on feasibility of using RLF recovery to aid neighbour discovery, RAN3 (R1-072408; to: RAN2, GERAN; cc: SA5; contact: Motorola)

· Was already presented at RAN2 #60bis; LS anwer pending. Still need to indicate whether we think that RLF ANR would be a good solution (GERAN replied quite negatively)

R2-080673
LS on Inter-RAT/frequency Automatic Neighbour Relation Function, RAN3  (R3-072403; to: RAN1, RAN2, RAN4; cc: GERAN2, SA5; contact: T-Mobile)

· Was already presented at RAN2 #60bis; LS answer pending; Still need to indicate whether we think inter-freq/inter-RAT ANS is possible
Motorola pointed out that previously we have send an LS to GERAN, but contrary what we agreed, the response LS was not clear that we would like to use the same NCL approach for GERAN->E-UTRAN than E-UTRAN internal. New draft LS can be provided in R2-081211.
4.2
Stage-2 status

Only rapporteur input: endorsement of latest Stage-2 version and potential rapporteur update proposals.

R2-080677:
Stage 2 Update
Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
=>  Approved as basis for further work.
4.3
Identified issues

4.3.1
"Msg3": Interaction between RRC and MAC

Taking into account the decisions from RAN2#60b, how are RRC/MAC messages distinguished ? What is the contents of Msg3 for the different cases (1. IDLE->ACTIVE (Est/Re-est), 2. Handover 3. UL-data, 4. DL –data). How flexible is the size of Msg3 in these different cases ?

MAC order of fields

R2-080826:
The order of the MAC header fields - ETRI, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung, Texas Instruments Inc

· Can take the decision after discussing subsequent papers.

MAC/RRC discrimination

R2-080863:
MAC header detection in Message 3
Panasonic

· Panasonic clarified that if the allocation is > 72 bits, normal MAC headers would be applied.

· Ericsson indicates we have not agreed that there would only be 1 subheader in Msg3. Panasonic points out that they only propose this for the 72bit allocation case.

· Ericsson does not like that the 72bit allocation is fully fixed (as proposed in R2-080861). E.g. why indicate full BSR when there is only 1 logical channel with data ?

· LG wonders what should happen if we get a 3rd CCCH message ?  Panasonic points out that “01” could be used. This seems not true, since it would be recognised as MAC msg. Unless the first R bit is reserved as “0”.

· Samsung wonders whether it would not be simpler to have 2 R-bits instead of E and R bit ? The Panasonic uses only 1 R-bit, so still 1 left.

· QC does not like that the MAC header interpretation depends on the grant size.

R2-081071:
ASN.1 format for UL CCCH
Qualcomm Europe

· Panasonic wonders why we need 3 bits for MsgType ? QC agrees that 2 bits should be sufficient for now, but for future extendability.

· Samsung thinks 3 bits for MsgType is also quite a lot. E.g. still in UMTS CCCH we have very limited number of messages. QC thinks if the alternative is reserving or padding, what is the gain.

R2-081079:
Identification of MSG 3 contents
LG Electronics Inc.

· Ericsson wonders for the first proposal, whether the eNB has to try 2 CRC’s for all Msg’s3 ? LG agrees. However it is only a short msg, so this should not be a large eNB load.

· For the second proposal, Ericsson wonders if we did not agree that the minimum size is 72 bits ? The proposal is to have a separate pre-amble groups separately for CCCH; eNB would also allocate 72 bits in this case.

· QC thinks we have agreed after long discussions on having 2 preamble groups.

R2-081051:
Msg3 discrimination between MAC and RRC
Ericsson

· QC wonders what extensions of CCCH could be a problem if we don’t have this as the first bit in the CCCH message, but the 4th bit ? The main concern Ericsson sees is that to many bits are used by the message type.

· Samsung wonders why Happy Bits are usefull for Msg3 ? Samsung points out that we also have the BSR after handover. Ericsson replies that Msg3 at handover could make use of these R-bits. Samsung thinks it can be made to work without these happy bits because BSR will follow.

Only for 72 bit case ?

1) First 2 bits of MAC header [9]

a. E-bit + 1 R-bit (no start with “00” in RRC)

b. 2 R-bits

2) Highest bit of LCID in MAC (e.g. always “1”). [3]

a. reserved field for bit4  in CCCH (always “0” in RRC)

b. reserved field for bit1 in CCCH and rotation at tx/rx (always “0” in RRC)

3) CRC [1]

4) Separate preamble group for CCCH [0]

Discussion

· QC wonders about the grant dependancy ? Ericsson clarifies they propose the MAC headerless operation only for the 72 bit case. However the rotation of CCCH could always be used. Panasonic thinks that normal MAC headers should be used if > 72 bits.

After offline discussions, Ericsson reports that probably E/R bits should not be used. So 2 main alternatives remaining seem to be:

	Alternative 1 [5]
	Alternative 2 [3]
	Alternative 3 [9]

	- Keep current MAC header format (LCID in start of MAC header)
	- Move LCID to right most 5 bits of MAC header format
	- Move LCID to right most 5 bits of MAC header format

	- First LCID in Msg3 MAC header starts with “11xxx”.
	- MSB of LCID (bit 4) shall be “1” for first MAC header in Msg3
	- First 2 bits (E or R) are “00” in first MAC header in Msg3

	- CCCH messages can start with “00”, “01” or “10” as 2 bit msg type
	- CCCH messages have:

- - 2 bit Msg Type

- - 1 bit reserved

- - 4th bit “0” bit for RRC/MAC discrimination
	- CCCH messages can start with “01”, “10” or “11” as 2 bit msg type


· Panasonic would want to propose alternative 1 as compromise.

· NSN would prefer to have a decision now. Only if there is no clear majority we can have further discussion.

· Will go for alternative 3 (still depending on R2-081351)

· So what is the order of the R/E in the MAC header ? Is it “E/R/R” or “R/R/E” ?  LG proposes “R/R/E”. Panasonic would prefer to keep 1 R-bit useable, so prefers “E/R/R”.

· QC prefers “R/R/E”, because the meaning of the E-bit can remain.

=>  Order of MAC header fields is “R/R/E/LCID”

Contents

R2-080861:
Message 3 contents and BSR transmission after handover
Panasonic

Proposal 1:

· Samsung thinks we might have a 4 bit cause field. We also probably need a 1 bit indicator for S-TMSI or random id. Panasonic assumes the 1 bit indicator is not needed because it would be sufficient to only detect it from Msg5. Based on the information in Msg5 you would know how to interpret Msg3 and e.g. if there was an MMEC.

· Panasonic proposes to only agree on the contents, not the order of the fields.

· Motorola points out that the re-establishment might require a transaction id.

· Samsung wonders what the cause values would be ? Would the purpose be the same as for UTRAN ? Motorola assumes something similar, but not necessarily completely the same (e.g. no CS/PS maybe). Also dependency on CT1.

· Agree on the fields/fields sizes as indicated in figure 1 for RRC CONN REQ and RRC CONN RE-ESTAB.

· Message size will not go above 6 Octets

Proposal 2:

· LG wonders if this proposal is agreed, whether we don’t need the 2 preamble groups anymore ? In Panasonic’s assumption, the preamble groups could still be used for determining the MCS.

· Samsung thinks it might still be usefull to have > 72 bits, e.g. for reporting BSR in connected mode.

· Ericsson assumes it would be usefull to enable higher allocations than > 72 bits. E.g. for UL data arrival (unsynchronised UE) it might make sense.

=>  Agree that we should support Msg3 allocations in response to a non-dedicated preamble even larger than 72 bits.

Proposal 3:

· Ericsson proposes to have normal MAC headers used for allocations larger than 72 bits. So e.g. the CCCH would also have a normal MAC header indicating LCID 0. In that case we can use normal MAC padding.

· NTT DCM wonders whether the eNB could not know whether 72bits or more are coming, if we would set the threshold for the preamble groups to 72 bits (i.e. for a CCCH message awaiting, the UE would never get a grant > 72 bits) ? Motorola indicates that so far we are also considering UL quality. Then the groups split is not so clear anymore. Ericsson points out that we did receive an LS from RAN4 that the UL quality is not so reliable (measurement inaccuracy).

· Ericsson points out that this would require the use of 2 preamble groups.

· QC/Motorola wonder whether we should not reconsider the header-less CCCH, and accept that we always have a minimum of 80 bits ? Infineon also agrees to this. Even Panasonic has some sympathy to always have the 80bits. LG also supports this.

· Infineon thinks there is also a UE complexity aspect. Not having the 72 bit allocation might be simpler.

· Samsung thinks that still the 8 bit extra overhead should be avoided.

· Can do further offline discussion on whether we:

a) Have minimum 72 bit allocation, but normal MAC header if allocation > 72 bits

b) Have minim allocation of 80 bits and always normal MAC headers

=>  Offline discussion resulting in R2-081351

Proposal 4:

· Ericsson assumes that most of these proposals are optimisations. E.g. BSR for UL data arrival will normally only happen for 1 logical channel. So why full BSR ?

· NSN wonders what really the alternative would be ? Other alternatives will probably introduce a lot of additional bits ? So NSN is happy to support this.

· Panasonic agrees that this is a kind of optimisation. It is gaining 1 byte. 

· Ericsson thinks if we would have a minimum allocation of 80 bits, then there is really no need to have this.

Proposal 5:

- 
Ericsson thinks there is still to much unclear on CQI so we should probably not take a decision.

Proposal 6:

· Ericsson wonders why we need this since anyway 24 bits DCCH will not result in no-segmentation.

· Can think further.

Proposal 7:

- 
Samsung thinks there are 2 conflicting requirements (SRB and BSR). However Samsung would prefer the normal prioritisation in MAC i.e. BSR is higher priority. Since anyway MAC will not trigger the BSR (triggered by RRC), then if RRC triggers it at the correct moment in time it should be possible to have the BSR going after HANDOVER COMPLETE.

-
Motorola thinks RRC messages should always be prioritised.

-
Panasonic clarifies that at least the C-RNTI needs to have higher priority.

-
NSN points out that we already have an FFS in MAC for the handling of MAC CE’s and RRC.

=>  Everybody seems to agree that the HANDOVER COMPLETE should be send first and then afterwards the BSR.

R2-081351:
MAC header for CCCH

	Agreements:

1) Minimum UL grant for Msg3 is 80bits

2) Normal MAC headers will be used (need an LCID for SRB0)

3) Nothing special needed for the RRC msg format


· Samsung indicates that after agreeing to this, we only have a special handling for Msg2 (no normal MAC header). Should we not also there have a normal MAC header ? ALU thinks this is independent.

4.3.2
Handover/Reconfiguration failure handling

Issues at two levels:

1) Higher level: when is the handover configuration executed in the UE and the HANDOVER COMPLETE given to lower layers ? Should it be possible to be reversed afterwards when going to any cells not being the target ? When/what is “CondA” ? How to enter non-target cells ?

2) Lower layer: How/when is handover success/failure detected?

R2-081161:
Summary of email discussion on handover failure handling
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.

(update is available in R2-081231 but could not be uploaded yet; still no real difference in contents)

Section 2.1:

· Ericsson clarifies proposes A6 for contention based access, but A5 for contention-free access.

· NTT DCM wonders what happens for the dedicated preamble if there is a HARQ NACK->ACK error ? Ericsson thinks that maybe there is no A6 if there is no DL transmission to take place.

· Infineon asks what happens if the target cell has received the HANDOVER COMPLETE, but the UE does not receive A5 or A6 ? Could the source eNB not have released the UE context ? Inifineon thinks that we need to ensure that when the UE reverst back, still the context is in the source-eNB.

· Samsung wonders what the big urgency is for this indication ? Why no RLC-ACK ? NTT DCM clarifies that at least then a failure could be detected after the user plane has resumed.

· Panasonic assumes that in case of dedicated preamble, the user plane can already start at receipt of the dedicated preamble. So also if we use e.g. A6 for dedicated preamble, then the failure could also happen after user plane start.

· Infineon clarifies that CondA is about “reverting”.

· After offline discussions:

· it was proposed to go for alternative 1

On section 2.2

· Most companies seem to prefer a separate handover timer

· Motorola asks where the T-handover comes from ? Is it signalled in handover command ? Is there a reason why it is a timer rather than a counter ? Infineon clarifies that for blind handovers, also obtaining DL sync needs to be considered. So only using a counter might not cover this.

· NTT DCM thinks that RLF checking should be executed during T-handover. NTT DCM thinks the UE can always start to monitor the reference signals. 

On section 2.3:

· Infineon wonders whether RLF means first only SRB1 is established, and then the other SRB’s/RB’s. Infineon would like to avoid options, so e.g. different flavours of Re-establishment procedures.

What cell to select ? 

· QC thinks we should consider what cells can be prepared ? QC thinks that the UE should reselect to cells where it is likely that they are prepared. ZTE asks what cells QC is assuming the network would prepare ? Motorola assumes that if the network does not provide any information on preparation, then the UE does not know.

· Huawei clarifies they prefers alternative 2, but also has an alternative 5 proposal.

· Motorola thinks we should get a reliable connection (i.e. best cell). We should not make the issue to complex with preparation.

· Nokia thinks this case should not be very frequent, so we should use normal cell selection.

· Infineon thinks that cell selection will always take a significant amount of time. So Infineon thinks reverting to the source cell is the simplest. Nokia thinks that cell selection means selecting any cell with reasonable quality, so it could be very quick because the UE can re-use its ongoing measurement results. Motorola agrees with this.

· Ericsson thinks it would be usefull to have cases go to the best cell, and cases to return to the source cell (no obtaining of BCCH required). So Ericsson would like to have signalling to request the UE to take alternative 1 or alternative 2. Motorola wonders how the network could set such a bit ? 

· Samsung thinks it would be good to have network control in connected state. So Samsung assumes that there are clear advantageous for going back to the source cell.

· NSN indicates that the there was a handover normally because the source cell had a bad performance. Motorola agrees with this. NTT DCM agrees with Motorola/NSN. NTT DCM thinks that even if another cell of the same eNB was prepared, still the re-establishment could work.

· Huawei thinks that there are other cases to consider: e.g. inter-freq/handovers to CSG where return to the source cell would still be quite good.

· QC wonders about option 1: is it cell reselection or cell selection ? Are really no new measurements needed ? QC assumes we would need to specify these behaviours.

· Motorola agrees that we should not refer to 36.304 because there cell selection could result in any cell from any RAT. So it would be a restricted approach: select a suitable E-UTRAN cell….

· Ericsson wonders if there is really a lot of additional complexity for having the bit in the HOcmd and support both options ?  NTT DCM concern is mainly on testing. Ericsson assumes that returning to source cell should be easy to test. NTT DCM assumes that if we have specific rules for this, it would also introduce complexity.

· NSN indicates that if we choose “return to source cell” we anyway need the best cell selection if the access to the source cell fails. Also for normal RLF handling.

· Motorola thinks if we have a bit in the HOcmd, it will end up never used because the network would not know how to set it.

· Mainly 2 options on the table

A) Best cell selection  [14]

B) Return to source cell [5]

C) Both options with a bit in HOcmd to indicate to the UE which one to use [1]

· Go for option A.

- 
Samsung assumes it will be a simple solution, e.g. no forbidden cells signalled. 

· Update is 

	Agreements:

Section 2.1:

1) CondA based on successful completion of RACH procedure.

2) The conditions that are considered are either A3 for both contention and non-contention preambles, or a combination of A5 and A6.

Section 2.2:

3) We will have a separate T-handover timer to indicate how long the UE should attempt to get access on the target cell. If CondA is met before T-handover expiry, the handover is successful. If CondA is not met before T-handover expiry, the handover fails. 

4) FFS when RLF monitoring should start

Section 2.3:

5) In case of handover failure, we will use the re-establishment procedure towards the cell that the UE performs next access on (including source or target cell) in combination with contention based RACH access.

6) When handover failure is detected, the UE will use “best cell selection” to find the next cell to access. Some kind of restriction will be applicable (e.g. no other RAT type). Details FFS.


R2-080860:
Recovery after handover failure in target cell
Huawei

R2-080741:
Handover Failure and RRC re-establishment
ZTE

R2-081054:
Handover Failure Handling 
Texas Instruments Inc

Late/not available:

R2-081026:
Proposal for the Handover failure handling
Infineon

4.3.3
SFN handling at handover

From the LS in R2-080474, it seems clear that the UE needs to know (part of) the SFN before accessing RACH. How do we handle this ?
R2-081094:
SFN acquisition from the target cell
Qualcomm Europe

· Samsung agrees with proposal 1. However Samsung wonders how the UE would know whether the target cell is synchronised or not ? E.g. if you have the network boundary of 2 synchronised networks both using 20ms PRACH ? You could not use the 20ms PRACH then. So it would mean that the boundary cells would have to support 10ms and 20ms PRACH.

Proposal 2:

· Ericsson asks for more motivation. QC assumes that the end-time is related to the SFN of the target cell. So if the UE does not know this SFN, the end-time cannot be supported.

· Ericsson thinks we have agreed that the end-time would not be supported if it would require the UE to read the SFN. However Ericsson assumes there are other solutions based on the SFN timing in the source cell. E.g. the HOcmd could say that the dedicated preamble is valid up to 4 frames from the first moment of transmission of the HOcmd. Or something related to the SFN timinig in the source cell.Then it is up to the network to work this out. Ericsson thinks it is not that important to have an uncertainty of one frame or so.

· Motorola agrees with the QC proposal.

=>  Noted for the rest

R2-081151:
On SFN reading at handover
LG Electronics Inc.

· LG is wondering about a “hashing function” required for PDCCH interpretation, and this “hashing function” would possibly require SFN. LG thinks RAN1 has not concluded on this. 

· Motorola assumes that this can be discussed when it would come up as agreed by RAN1.

=>  Delegates should inform RAN1 delegates about the current RAN2 decisions. If there is problems we can reconsider.

R2-081139:
P-BCH reading from neighbouring cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Noted without presentation

R2-081128:
SFN Handling at Handover
Motorola

· Noted without presentation

R2-080832:
SFN at handover
Samsung

· Motorola thinks the 20ms is mainly needed for low BW networks.  Samsung clarified that even in RAN1 most companies seem to support 20ms removal. Anyway we have this boundary problems.

· Nokia is wondering whether if this 20ms is so important for low BW networks, why does RAN1 not require it to be working in non-synchronised networks ?

· QC points out that here we talk about “synchronised” in case of a rough synchronisation (SFN level), so not exactly same DL timing (i.e. still TA is needed).

· Samsung wonders what we do in the boundary case ? Should the boundary cells always support 10ms periodicity ? At least having the boundary cells use a 10ms PRACH seems one feasible solution.

=>  Noted

R2-080742:
SFN reading during handover
ZTE

=> Noted without presentation

	Agreements:

1) Direct SFN reading from the target cell is not required for the UE (also not for dedicated preamble end-time).

2) Validity timer for dedicated preamble is optional parameter. If not provided the UE can use the dedicated preamble until the handover either succeeds or fails. Details on how to specify this are FFS.


Further discussion:

· ZTE thinks it is not so clear how long the UE can use the dedicated preamble if no end-time is provided ? QC assumes it would be up to T-handover.

· Ericsson indicates that MAC currently says the UE could currenly use the dedicated preamble as long as the end-time has not expired. Question is if it is for one PRACH procedure or multiple.

4.3.4
DL data resuming

How do we want to signal DL data resuming from the eNB ? Probably it is either PDCCH or MAC, but which of the two ?

PDSCH or PDCCH?

R2-080833:
Signalling on DL data arrival
NEC, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks

· LG thinks that in case of PDCCH, an alternative would be to use a different C-RNTI.

· Motorola thinks that an alternative would have been to add a bit but not sent it, but take it into account in the CRC calculation. NEC did not consider this.

R2-081127:
Signaling of DL Data Arrival
Motorola

· Motorola points out that using PDCCH would mean a larger PDCCH, then this does not necessarily result in a better reliability than using MAC.

· QC support this proposal; they would like the number of special PDCCH’s low.

· Samsung wonders how big the PDCCH would be ? Would not the same PDCCH be used for signalling the preamble ? Motorola assumes that there would be multiple PDCCH sizes for DL. However it is hard to say how much the real increase in size would be as long as RAN1 did not finalise the formats. 

· Motorola assumes that this proposal does not increase the amount of blind decodings.

Discussion:

Two proposals table:

1) PDCCH [8]

i.  Details are FFS (reserved field value, C-RNTI,…)

2) PDCCH + PDSCH [3]

i.  Normal handling of PDCCH

	Agreements:

1) PDCCH is used for the signalling on DL data arrival. 

Detailed aspects can be contributed in next meeting.


Other

R2-080867:
Issues on DL data resuming
Panasonic

· ZTE wonders why it would not be beneficial to have an end-time ? Panasonic thinks there is not much gain.

· Ericsson thinks that proposal 1 is what is today in MAC. Panasonic clarifies that the main intention is to clarify that the eNB needs to take any new initiative: the eNB would have to signal an additional DPCCH.

· LG wonders how backoff would be applied to these attempts ? Panasonic wonders if backoff would really be used for dedicated preambles.  Samsung thinks in case of backof, the eNB could choose to not use dedicated preambles. 

· NTT DCM thinks that backoff should not apply to dedicated preambles

· Ericsson wonders if we signal PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX in the DL data resuming DPCCH ? So far nobody has proposed to have a separate value.

	Agreements

1) UE terminates RACH procedure for DL data resuming if PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_ COUNTER is equal to PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX. Any new RACH attempt will need to be triggered by the eNB by scheduling again a DPCCH.

2) Dedicated preamble validity period is not used for DL data resuming


Thus if PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER is reaching PREAMBLE_TRANS-MAX, there are 3 cases: inform RRC, inform MAC or no further action required (DL DATA resuming).

4.3.5
RLC data transfer mode for DL CCCH: TM or UM?
Currently, the RLC data transfer mode for DL CCCH is specified to be UM in 36.322 and TM in 36.331. This mismatch needs to be resolved.

R2-080962:
DL CCCH message format   NEC

· Panasonic wonders about integrity applied at connection re-establishment. Since the detailed sequence for re-establishment is not agreed yet, maybe we should wait a bit for proposal 3.

· Samsung agrees with proposal 2 but think we should be carefull.
R2-081130:
RLC modes for CCCH
Samsung

Discussion:

· ZTE points out that if we would segment, still the first transmission should include the UE identity for contention resolution.

No MAC header:

· LG points out that Msg4 is sent with T-CRNTI, so could be sent to multiple UE’s. Samsung thinks still this is no problem. If a connected mode UE was using the same T-CRNTI, anyway the “Msg4” for him will be scheduled with C-RNTI.

· QC thinks that since we have HARQ, there is no much reason to optimise the length to the last bit.

No PDCP

· QC assumes that the re-establishment will indicate delta configuration. If this message includes new integrity algorithm, you want to security protect the message.

	Agreements:

1) Will have normal MAC header on DL CCCH

2) RLC-TM is used (will be reflected in specified configurations in RRC)

PDCP usage is FFS


4.3.6
RLC reset triggers
It has been decided that RLC reset is initiated by RRC signalling, and that currently the only trigger for RLC reset is handover. It should be discussed whether other triggers should be defined for RLC reset (e.g. protocol error, endless RLC retransmissions) or whether they should be handled by ACTIVE->IDLE->ACTIVE transitions.
UE detected problems

R2-081121:
RLC Reset vs. Re-establishment - a slightly different perspective
Motorola

· IDT thinks that there will be cases when individual RB’s have a problem. Then why re-establish all RB’s ? IDT thinks it would be better to have an individual reset. Motorola wonders how often this would really happen. Motorola assumes that it is also quite unlikely that severe link problems would only impact single RB’s.

· Ericsson sees some benefits for RB specific re-establishments (e.g. avoiding re-establishment of SRB’s), but for UE detected problems, Ericsson is fine with re-establishment.

· Samsung thinks that we should look at the complexity of individual RB re-establishment. Maybe it is good to differentiate between UL and DL.

· Ericsson assumes for the UL case, we would need a new procedure to trigger a RB specific re-establishment.

R2-081122:
RLC Re-establishment Triggers
Motorola

· Samsung generally agrees to triggers 1 and 2, but is trigger2 not a subset of trigger 1 because the poll is also a PDU ?

· Infineon wonders whether only RLF detection would not be sufficient. Motorola clarifies that here the proposal is to look at specific RLC problems. Infineon asks if it would really be possible to have serious RLC problems but no RLF detection ? Ericsson clarifies that the problems we try to solve here are “erroneous behaviour” in network or UE which could happen sometimes.

· Trigger 1 is a kind of backup for problems. So the mechanism does not have to be “tuned” very much or precise. Main concern is robustness. Details need to be worked out e.g. in relation to counting segments. LG/ZTE thinks a timer mechanism might be more easy. Motorola wonders how a timer mechanism could be used (shared channel).

· Samsung thinks that since resegmentation is rare case, this should not be a large problem. Samsung also wonders about the relation between timer and DRX.

· Nokia would prefer to have a counter based mechanism. QC/Infineon would also prefer counter based mechanism.

R2-080903:
Need for RLC Rescue Mechanism   LG Electronics Inc.

· LG sees benefits for having a per RB re-establishment for DRB’s. LG thinks there is no real reason to differentiate between UE and network based detection.

Network detected problems

R2-080940:
Triggers for RLC re-establishment
Ericsson

· Main problem that is attempted to address is still implementation errors. 

· IDT wonders about implementation problems in the network. So also the UE should be able to trigger individual RB re-establishment. Ericsson agrees, but thinks the procedure would be quite different/extra complexity.

· It was questioned whether it would be applied on SRB’s. So with problems on SRB’s, you can probably not use this (UE will have to take the action).

· Ericsson wonders if we have a common re-establishment, how would we signal it ?  Could be triggered e.g. by a release cause. Ericsson would like to make sure the CN is not involved in this. ALU thinks this CN involvement should not be a big issue. This should be a rare case and anyway the CN is involved in any handover.

· For network detected problems:

a) RRC CONN RELEASE with re-establishment indication [5]

b) RRC CONN RECONF with RLC (per RB) re-establishment indication [9]

· For UE detected problems:

a) RRC re-establishment [11]

b) New RRC procedure by which UE can request re-establishment [4]

	Agreements:

UE detection of RLC problem:

1) When the UE detects RLC problems (problems to be specified), the UE initiates a connection re-establishment procedure including when necessary a cell reselection.

2) One trigger for the re-establishment procedure will be if the number of retransmission attempts of one PDU exceeds a pre-defined threshold. Details are FFS. 

Network detection of RLC problem:

3) When the network detects an RLC problem, it can use a per RB RLC re-establishment procedure. This mechanism can only be used for DRB’s.


· Ericsson thinks there is for UE detected problems, it would be preferable to stay with the existing RRC re-establishment procedure only.

· Infineon thinks the interaction between two-sided detections should be considered.

· LG wonders if these decisions mean that we could have an SRB RLC re-establishment. Motorola thinks it would be good to clarify whether the spec allows this or not.

Other

R2-081055:
Timer based RLC reset triggers
Texas Instruments Inc

=>  Noted without presenation

4.3.7
Introduction of L1, MAC, RLC and PDCP parameters in RRC

Input should come mainly from the “rapporteur companies”, which are requested to provide an RRC CR for introducing the non-contentious parameters. Parameter ranges can be left FFS where unknown.

Layer1

R2-080752:
Summary of the email discussion on Layer 1 parameters
Ericsson

· Noted

R2-080927:
Physical-layer parameters to be configured by RRC
Ericsson

Proposal 1: ok

Proposal 2: 

· Separate issue if NCL should DL BW to measurement on wider BW. Discussed this week in RAN4. So can revisit in the future.

· QC wonders whether the UL BW would not be needed for the UE to know it if allowed to camp ? Motorola thinks we have a band indicator in SIB1 (like in UMTS). This should be sufficient.

· UL carrier centre freq is already in SIB2. If it would be needed for suitability, it might need to move to SIB1.

Proposal 3/4:

- 
CATT proposed to include this in P-BCH. Can revisit in the future

Proposal 5: ok

Proposal 7: ok

Proposal 8:

· This is for the RRC connection establishment case. Ericsson is proposing to have a default in the specifications, to be used during connection establishment.

· Motorola wonders whether it could be configured in the SETUP, or only in subsequent reconfiguration messages.

· Samsung wonders about the size of the parameters in the connection setup. Is there a problem ? 

· Motorola assumes there is not much reason to get this immediately working at connection setup (need more radio information anyway). Also you don’t have the UE capabilities yet.  More discussion is needed for handover: can the UE continue with the same MIMO mode, or reconfigure, or revert to a default mode. Ericsson would prefer not to defer to a default mode.

· Email: for transmission mode at RRC CONN establishment, options are: in spec, cell specific broadcast. For subsequent configuration: in connection setup(probably not) / reconfiguration messages.

· Email: handover (see above); i.e. default, reconfigure,….

Proposal 11:

· Nokia thinks this is not really related to camping ? QC thinks you benefit from this for receiving PDCCH. The main intention with this information is to optimise the measurements on the cell. Ericsson thought it was a necessary requirement in order to be able to do measurements. Nokia clarifies that this information could make the UE skip these frames for PDCCH reading (e.g. window for BCCH). Not sure: BCCH window might already exclude the MBSFN subframes. This is still FFS. 

· This information might be quite large (e.g. 30 bits).

· What is the consequence if we would put it e.g. in SIB2 ? Ericsson thinks it would mean that during some time the UE could not do any measurements. Nokia assumes that anyway the UE can always measure on subframe 0/5.

=>  Email whether SIB1 or some other SIB.

Proposal 13:

-
Nokia asks if this information is cell specific ? Understanding is that this information serving cell specific and valid for all neighbours. 

Proposal 14:

· Motorola thinks this is not needed in HOcmd, and this could be provided only after handover. (delay of 50ms or so). You could have done the measurements already.

=>  Email: in HOcmd or later ?

Proposal 16:

-
Panasonic thinks that if pathloss is a camping criteria, then it should be included in SIB1. Motorola assumes this is only for access. Samsung agrees with Motorola.

Proposal 18:

· Motorola notices that some of the parameters are dedicated parameters. So they should not be in SIB.

· Also we only discuss the handover, but we don’t want the same IE to be present in the reconfiguration message twice. 

· Ericsson agrees that it is only the broadcast parameters. Ericsson thinks that maybe some of the “dedicated” parameters should be listed as broadcast. Motorola thinks only the second parameter is really dedicated.

· RAN1 indicated whether parameters are cell specific or UE specific. 

Proposal 19:

· Motorola wonders why they are so urgently needed in the HOcmd ? Default parameters should be sufficient until a first reconfiguration ? Ericsson would like to have the possibility to include all parameters in the HOcmd. Motorola understand this in general, but why uplink power control: this will not be possible immediately ?  Ericsson assumes that even for HOcomplete message we want UL power control. Would the power control info from Msg2 be sufficient ?

=>  Email

Proposal 20:

- 
Motorola wonders what really needs to be checked ? Is it to check whether our BCCH change information mechanisms are sufficient ? Ericsson would like to know whether a special change handling of P0 would be required.

-
Ericsson proposes to send an LS. We see a draft in R2-081213. Also include the question related to Proposal 24.

Proposal 24:

- 
Motorola wonders what we do if the PRACH transmit power setting would change frequently. Ericsson clarifies that this could mean we handle some part of SIB2 differently.

Proposal 31:

· This is for RRC connection establishment. So this would be the setting the UE should assume before receiving e.g. the connection setup.

· Ericsson clarified that from coverage point of view it is better not to multiplex ACK/NACK with CQI. Therefore this is proposed as the default.

· Motorola wonders whether we really need a default because no CQI reporting would be configured before connection setup. For now, not agreed.

Proposal 32:

· Ericsson remarks itself that it is a bit stange to have this optional (1 bit only). So the proposa from Ericsson is to always have it in the HOcmd.

Proposal 36:

· Samsung wonder why the 3 parameters are assumed to be kept unchanged ? Ericsson has no strong concerns. 

· Ericson clarifies that for all the other parameters they propose in the HOcmd, the intention is to allow changing the setting.

Proposal 37:

- 
Motorola wonders why this is different from the power setting parameters we saw before in 17: why is the situation clearer here ? Ericsson clarifies that this is the offset that the UE shall assume when calculating the CQI. The same is present in HSDPA. Then the question is why SIB3 ? SIB2 is more common channel configuration so seems more logical.

R2-081129:
Layer 1 parameters – location within RRC signalling 
Motorola

=> Updated before presentation in R2-081183

R2-081183:
Layer 1 parameters – location within RRC signalling 
Motorola

· In general Motorola was more focussed on having a very small HOcmd.

· Motorola proposes to have no L1 parameters in RRC CONNECTION SETUP.

Four proposals remaining:

1) No L1 parameters in RRC CONNECTION SETUP 

-
NTT DCM would prefer that this is dependant on where we end up with the message size.

2)    No L1 parameters in RRC CONNECTION RE-ESTABLISHMENT 

-
Motorola proposes to agree that the UE shall read SIB2 before attempting connection establishment / re-establishment. Ericsson wonders if the UE would be allowed to read it previously. UE “should have a valid SIB2”

3) 
Separate Handover Command message ?

· Ericsson would prefer not to do this at this point of time. Ericsson sees large commonality between handover and reconfiguration.

· Himke asks where the parameters we have agreed to for handover will end up ? In the IE “resource configuration”? This would also be Ericsson’s preparation.

· Motorola indicates that there are some parameters that are only valid for mobility (e.g. RACH). Would these go in mobility control or resource control ?  Ericsson thinks we could also reconfigure the PRACH configure while in the cell. Motorola points out that this bring an interesting additional question whether the RACH configuration in the HOcmd is also useable after handover ? Samsung assumed that a change of the RACH configuration in a cell would be signalled with a BCCH change configuration.

4) 
SRB2 with UM and quick repeat

-
Can take this discussion based on separate contribution.

	Agreements:

Proposal 1: Include “Uplink bandwidth” in SIB2 (SIB carrying RA related information)

Proposal 2: Include “Downlink bandwidth” and “Uplink bandwidth” as optional parameters in the handover command.

Proposal 5: Include “Same reference signals in neighbor cells” into SIB3 carrying cell reselection information

Proposal 7: Include “Number of (cell-specific) antenna-ports” as optional parameter in the handover command

Proposal 12: Convey “MBSFN-part length” within MCCH.

Proposal 13: Include “Neighbour-cell configuration” in SIB3 carrying cell reselection information.

Proposal 15: Include Neighbour-cell configuration as optional parameters in the reconfiguration message sent as a subsequent message upon handover complete (this parameter can be viewed as a part of measurement configuration).

Proposal 16: Include “Reference Signal Power” in SIB2

Proposal 17: Include “Reference Signal Power” in HO command

Proposal 18: Include all uplink-power-control-related broadcast parameters that are listed as “broadcast(SIB)” in SIB2

Proposal 21: Include PRACH parameters to be broadcasted as a part of SIB2 content of system information (SIB carrying RA-related information).

Proposal 22: Include Root-sequence-index in the HO command.

Proposal 23: Include Zero-correlation-zone configuration, High-speed flag and PRACH configuration) as optional information in HO command)

Proposal 25: Include the UL-reference-signal-related parameters in SIB2 of system information.

Proposal 26: Include the UL-reference-signal-related  parameters as optional parameters in the HO command (some parameters to be considered to be mandatory i.e. Group-assignment-PUSCH and Cyclic-shift are likely candidates).

Proposal 27: Include PHICH-structure-related parameters as optional parameters in the HO command.

Proposal 28: Include all PUCCH-structure-related broadcast parameters in SIB2.

Proposal 29: Include “PUCCH-resource size” as an optional parameter in HO command.

Proposal 30: Include “Delta_shift” and “Delta_offset” as parameters in the HO command.

Proposal 32: Assume “Simultaneous transmission of Ack/Nack and CQI” configuration is always included in the handover command.

Proposal 33: Include PUSCH-structure-related parameters in SIB2.

Proposal 34: Include PUSCH-structure-related parameters as optional parameters in the HO command.

Proposal 35: CQI-reporting parameters are provided via dedicated signaling are configured by means of reconfiguration (so not in CONNECTION SETUP).

Proposal 36: “Periodicity”, “CQI burst length”, and “CQI format indicators” are optionally provided at handover

Proposal 37: Include “Nominal PDSCH-to-RS_EPRE-offset” in SIB2

Proposal 38: “Nominal PDSCH-to-RS_EPRE-offset” included as optional parameter in HO command.

Proposal 40: UE is required to have a valid SIB2 before attempting connection establishment or connection re-establishment (e.g. check with MIB value tag).

Proposal 41: all IE’s agreed for handover will be included in the resource configuration IE, except the RACH configuration which will be included in the mobility configuration IE.


=> 
Ericsson/Motorola will discuss how to come to a CR for this. Target have a reviewable CR available on Monday after the meeting.

MAC

R2-080760:
Configurable parameters in MAC
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)

· Motorola wonders if we really need to signal the number of preambles ? Ericsson clarifies that preables could not be used or used for dedicated. Maybe some signalling optimisation could be considered.

· Motorola hopes that the RA window offset can be fixed in the spec. Ericsson thinks in a very large cell….

· Samsung indicates that a threshold for selecting the 2 groups is needed. Can be added in the future.

=>  On the dedicated preamble end-time, can this really be an SFN ? Can remove the SFN for now.

=>  Should focus on the CR for now.

R2-080761:
Draft CR to introduce MAC parameters to 36.331
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)

=>  NSN notes that in the MAC configuration the “DRX retransmission timer” is missing.

-
NSN think that in the logical channel configuration, the LCID needs to be signalled.  Will keep it FFS whether we signal the RB-ID in confgurations or the LCID.

· NTT DCM wonders why some are MD and some are MP ? Ericsson used MP when there was no real default possible.

· Panasonic wonders about the logical channel configuration ? Why no MBR ? Ericsson avoided any controversial parameters.

· NSN wonders whether all preambles can really be used as dedicated preambles. Leave it for now (restrictions might be agreed in the future)

· ZTE points out that the HARQ RTT is missing ? Ericsson thinks it is not sure whether this cannot be derived from other information.

· Motorola is wondering what happens to the semantics description ? Much of this would be sufficient to only have it in the MAC spec. (e.g. “on-duration”).

=>  Agreed with 1 change. Will have a separate CR for review by Monday after the meeting based on R2-080713. When making this CR, no unnecessary semantics should be included. Often the “unit” and “reference to other spec” should be sufficient.

RLC

R2-081169:
Draft CR to TS 36.331 to introduce RLC parameters
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (TS 36.322 Editor)

· Rapporteur points out that in the future we might want to add defaults for certain IE’s.

=>  Samsung wonders if we ever configured “TM” ? NTT DCM agrees it can be removed.

· In the RLC spec, AM is bidirectional and UM/TM are unidirectional.

R2-080929:
RLC configuration of SRB1 at RRC connection establishment
Ericsson

· NTT DCM supports these proposals in general.

· NTT DCM wonders whether proposal 3 is for RB’s other than SRB1 ?

· NTT DCM remarks that instead of changing the condition, we could have a choice “complete specification” or “default configuration”.  Ericsson thinks that this way it is easier to change one value different from the default.

· Samsung wonders whether it is still possible to have a full default configuration for SRB1 (including MAC and RLC and PDCP) ?  Samsung would like to keep this option open. 

· Motorola wonders if the proposal is to only have 1 RLC-AM configuration for SRB1. Ericsson confirms.

· Motorola thinks that there is a risk of having only 1 default configuration. We might miss the optimal configuration and want to change it later.

· Agree to have one default RLC-AM configuration for SRB1 in 36.331; maybe extended in the future.

· Can enhance the usage of default configurations in the future.

· Can discuss usage of more default values in the future.

· For now use this “completely specified” or “default” choice.

=>  Will have a separate CR for review by Monday after the meeting, updated based on R2-080713. 

PDCP

R2-080971:
RRC impact from PDCP
LG Electronics Inc. (rapporteur)

· Ericsson wonders whether the AM and UM parameters should be modelled with a choice, or whether they can be provided at the same time ? It could indeed be a choice between either the 2 AM parameter or the 1 UM parameter.

· LG wonders whether we have the same PDCP SN size for UL and DL, or whether this can be different ?  Samsung thinks that if we think about TCP, it might be useful to have different sizes. LG agrees to this. NTT DCM thinks it could probably be the same. For RLC, it was just a matter of modelling (style from UMTS); maybe there was also no strong need to have 2 sizes in RLC.

· LG thinks since we map PDCP to possibly 2 RLC-UM entities, it would be quite logical to have different PDCP SN sizes.

· LG wonders if it would be allowed to have header compression only in 1 direction ? Currently it will be specified for both directions. Samsung wonders if this would be possible ?

· Ericsson assumes that it might be necessary to be able to change PDCP parameters, e.g. at handover. QC was wondering what parameter could e.g. be changed ? Ericsson thinks e.g. about the case that you go to a basestation that does not have heaer compression configured.

=>  Agreed with 1 change (change to CHOICE). Will have a separate CR for review by Monday after the meeting based on R2-080713. When making this CR, no unnecessary semantics should be included. Often the “unit” and “reference to other spec” should be sufficient.

UE capabilities

R2-081110:
Introduction of UE Capabilities in RRC
Motorola

· Motorola clarified that everything proposed is in line with what is already agreed in 36.306. Some of the value ranges are not yet in 36.306.

· QC wondered if ROHC profile 0x0003 was considered for 3GPP ? Motorola clarifies it is consistent with 36.306.

· Samsung wonders whether we have agreed that max RB’s would be 16. The value ranges in general for this CR should be indicated as FFS.

· LG wonders if we only have 3 values for the max L2 buffer size. Motorola clarifies that there was no intention to limit it to 3 buffer sizes. This parameter might not even be needed if it would be linked to the UE category.

· The number of RLC-AM entities starts from 2 because of 1 SRB + 1 default RB

· Motorola pointed out that the TDD bands are proposed to be signalled a bit differently than in UMTS, so please study if interested.

=>  In the final CR, all value ranges should be indicated as FFS (except bands). Will have a separate CR for review by Monday after the meeting based on R2-080713.
4.4
Security

Most security issues have some impact on CP as well as UP. These issues should be submitted under this agenda item. E.g. inter-RAT security handling is still quite unclear.

R2-080898:
RRC connection re-establishment
Samsung

· ALU thinks that previously it was discussed that no SMC was needed: if the security configuration would change, we would go to IDLE. Samsung explained that they took the RRC connection establishment as a baseline. So the re-establishment only configures SRB1. ALU thinks that in the past we had decided that the re-establishment would be integrity protected. Samsung thought there was no decision on the re-activation of security yet.

· Motorola thought we had made a decision in Jeju. After consulting these decisions, indeed we had decided that no SMC was required and the re-establishment would be rejected if the same security configuration cannot be continued.

· QC would like to understand why the re-establishment would only configure the SRB1 ? 

=>  Noted

4.5
Other (unicast)

Any other unicast issue that should be discussed commonly between CP and UP ?
S1 parameters

R2-080941:
Removal of Prioritized Bit Rate Concept in Rel-8
Ericsson, NTT DoCoMo, Inc, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· IDT wonders how without MBR/PBR, how do we ensure that GBR bearer does not exceed a certain rate ? Ericsson assumes that GBR services would normally exceed the GBR. This could be considered an error case and the network when detecting this could drop such a bearer.

· Vdf thinks that we could have many non-GBR bearers. Then it would still be relevant to have the allocate the remaining capacity non-GBR bearers. Ericsson thinks this could be handled by shaping in the network. When this was previously discussed, that shaping would not work for GBR bearers exceeding the GBR. However this is now not required.

· Ericsson thinks in general we should focus on the relevant traffic scenarios.

· Orange questions whether when using the same priority to several non-GBR bearers, it would be left to UE implementation to avoid the starvation. So having PBR seems to be the better solution. Tmob shares the concerns of Vdf and Orange, so they would not like to remove the PBR. 

· Ericsson is still struggling to see the validity of the use cases.

· Vdf thinks that removal of the MBR concept should not lead to removal of PBR. In Rel-9 it might be quite likely that we would have the MBR again.

· NSN thinks that if the MBR is removed, the PBR is not usefull anymore.

=>  We keep the PBR

-
Panasonic wonders if we remove the MBR. Vdf assumes that we set the MBR to the GBR. 
       NTT DCM assumes we can remove the MBR form the rate control. Can be discussed based 
       on stage-3 inputs.

R2-080972:
Generic Subscriber type""
Orange, Telecom Italia, T-Mobile

· NTT DCM also supports this paper.

· NSN wonders if this has been discussed in SA2 ? Orange would like to sent this to SA2.

· NSN wonders if the HSS has to be aware of radio configuration ? SA2 has agreed that the RFSP is used to derive the parameters. So if SA2 agrees, it could be used to derive also some other aspects.

· It is a bit unclear how the RFSP could be used for “high speed trains”. The RFSP should be relatively stable for a UE and not depending on whether the UE moves in/out of a train. NTT DCM clarified that the main intention of the mobility profile is stationary/moving.

· Ericsson wonders whether this information is really necessary for Rel-8. The intention seems to be to have quite some optimisations. Is this really needed for Rel-8 ? TIM thinks this was the intention already from the beginning. 

· NSN assumes that except the power aspect, all the other aspects can be derived from the RFSP.

· Ericsson indicates that in Athens we decided UE capabilities should be defined in RAN2, e.g. related to power. Note that also for UTRAN we don’t have this power consumption constraints input.

· TIM points out that for the power consumption case, what is proposed here is more static. Home GW, vending machines.

=>  Discussion can continue until Friday => R2-081352

R2-080690:
Signalling of AMBR and applicability to scheduling and UL rate control
IPWireless, NextWave

· NSN wonders what needs to be standardised in option 2 ? IPW agrees that every little is needed (e.g. only note in stage-2). IPW only sees consequences for the stage-3 if we would e.g. signal the AMBR’s explicitly.

=> 
Noted: for now no stage-3 impact is foreseen. 

Other

R2-080762:
Synchronised RRC reconfiguration – Ericsson

· Samsung asks why MIMO reconfigurations would require the special handling. Ericsson clarifies that e.g. if the UE would continue on the same C-RNTI, the UE might not be able to receive the PDSCH carrying subsequent data. (nwk does not know the UE received the reconf, UE did not receve the reconf). Thus some disruption would be present.

· QC thinks that already today intra-cell handover is supported/allowed.  Ericsson agrees and therefore thinks the changes are limited.

· Motorola thinks proposal 2 and 3 are already covered today. Motorola wonders with a HARQ error of 10E-4, the misalignment probability should be quite low. Ericsson agrees that the error probability can be made low by the network, but still the “timing” aspect remains. 

· Motorola thinks that the time uncertainty is not large if we specify procedure execution times.

· Ericsson thinks that the RACH access is the main mechanism for obtaining the time sync.

· NSN wonders if the RACH approach would really be feasible if we want to change the configuration of many UE’s at the same time.  E.g. change DRX settings. Ericsson did not consider this in this contribution. Ericsson wonders if there is really a use case. NSN thinks e.g. when the cell becomes loaded and a change of the PUCCH configuration is needed, you might want to change it for many UE’s.

· NSN thinks that when the cell is loaded, you cannot change the configuration of one UE without impacting others. However maybe there is not a big concern for loaded cells in Rel-8. So NSN could accept not having an activation time or the Ericsson proposals.

· NSN thinks that in principle it would be possible to reconfigure the DRX with using a C-RNTI change.

Proposal 1:

· Motorola sees no large need for additional synchronisation mechanisms compared to “what we have now”. Motorola assumes that based on the robustness of signalling, there should be no desynchronisation problem.

· Infineon wonders whether in any case we don’t have the UE processing delay ? Motorola assumes that anyway we are talking about a few ms.

· Panasonic sees no large need for synchronisation.

Proposal 2:

· Motorola indicates that if we take this decision, we have to make sure that new C-RNTI is present at a high level. Himke clarifies that currently at the highest level there is “UE related information” IE which contains the C-RNTI. Motorola wonders why we put it under UE related information rather than UE mobility.

· So it seems that proposal 2 is already supported in the spec.

Proposal 3:

· Motorola points out that for handover we have agreed that HARQ ACK should be delivered to the source cell. Ericsson clarified that the agreement was that the UE does not delay the handover for delivering the HARQ ACK or RLC ACK. Motorola assumes that due to UE processing times, this would anyway happen.

· If this is not agreed yet, Motorola is fine with proposal 3. ZTE asks why, with what we have today (most likely HARQ ACK is sent and small processing times), do we really need to mandate the HARQ ACK ? Motorola is fine with mandating this.

· QC wonders whether this would be tested ? Motorola assumes that this could be tested. QC thinks if it could be tested, then in a typical implementation the UE MAC would delay the delivery to higher layers. 

Proposal 4:

· QC thinks this is already supported for the security change (intra-cell handover). Ericsson would prefer not to have to go through the other intra-handover aspects (RLC reset, PDCP ,..)

· LG thinks proposal4 is beneficial for the case of only L1 parameter change.

=>  Today there are already mechanisms available (C-RNTI change, HARQ ACK, inter-cell handover). These mechanisms should provide synchronisation up to several ms. We need to understand whether really more is needed.

R2-080815:
Use of quick repeats in RRC – Alcatel-Lucent

· Samsung thinks that RLC-AM can be used for quick repeat (use same SN). This would make it an implementation issue.

· In the ALU proposal, we would use the same transaction id for the RRC retransmission.

· NSN thinks this is an optimisation and not needed for Rel8. ALU agrees to this.

· LG agrees that network RLC can repeat by implementation

· LG is wondering about quick repeat for CCCH.

· Motorola thinks that quick repeating a handover command on TM on SRB2 could be an option.

· Ericsson considers this an implementation issue and no enhancements are needed.

=>  No specification enhancements needed for Rel-8 for quick repeat

-
Motorola wonders whether with this decision we don’t need SRB2 ? Can be discussed in CP plane. There might be other reasons to have SRB2 (e.g. CDMA registrarion messages). This could mean that SRB2 would be a low priority SRB for large messages.

R2-081160:
CAC support for VoIP
NTT DoCoMo, Inc

· LG indicates that for persistent scheduling, there would be no dropping. NTT DCM assumes this does not solve the issue.

· LG is not convinced that the BSR is not sufficient for detecting this dropping. Alternatively the eNB could monitor the RTP SN. NTT DCM assumes that the granularity of the BSR is insufficient.

· QC thinks that in bad radio conditions we should not continue to increment the PDCP SN. NTT DCM indicates that for RT services, the assumption previously was that voice packets would have gone through compression. So then the PDCP SN would be allocated already and behaviour A would already be true.

· NTT DCM does not care about what mechanism is used, but they want to be sure that the eNB would be aware of the situation.

· Ericsson has “mixed feelings”. In UMTS other mechanisms are used and they could be used in E-UTRAN as well.

· IDT thinks option A would work quite accurately.

· Ericsson has a proposal for this meeting that mandates the compression. So if R2-080932 is agreed, than option A seems by default agreed.

=>  We can see what we decide on R2-080932 and then revisit this issue.

.

R2-080937:
On the Need for Active Queue Management for non-GBR Bearers
Ericsson

· There is supporting material in R2-081214. It shows that for different BW variations, a delay based AQM achieves a better end-to-end delay.

· IDT wonders whether this mechanism is in addition to the discard mechanism. Ericssons intention is to replace the current discard mechanism for non-GBR bearers with this.

· Samsung thinks that with the LS from SA4, Samsung has some sympathy with this proposal and agrees that it might be good to enhance the discard function for non-GRB bearers. Samsung would like to enhance the current discard mechanism (e.g. preventing consequtive packets).

· Fujitsu thinks that the simulations are not realistic because they assume an infinite file size.

· Nokia wonders whether this AQM could e.g. not be implemented in a laptop and might not conform to this specification. So can we really test this ?

· No additional support apart from some limited support from Samsung and Motorola.

· Huawei wonders if we could allow AQM as an implementation issue, and we only need an indication on for which bearers an AQM mechanism would be usefull ? LG agrees that an AQM mechanism could anyway be implemented.

· NTT DCM thinks that if it is important to have, we should not leave it up to UE implementation.

=>  Noted

R2-081062:
Flow Control in LTE
Motorola, Panasonic, and Qualcomm Europe

=> Update R2-081253

R2-081253:
Flow Control in LTE
Motorola, Panasonic, and Qualcomm Europe

· Ericsson wonders what the performance gain is compared to a UE dropping packets ? QC assumes that dropping packets is not a good solution. We are only talking about 10’s of ms of congestion so it would be better to delay the packets a bit.

· Samsung assumes that if we need this type of flow control, it is probably because the UE is connected via USB to PC.  Samsung wonders how much enhancement can really be achieved with this type of flow control for this case.  QC is thinking about other examples e.g. the UE processor becomes quite busy for some time. QC assumes it would be difficult to show simulation results. Samsung implementation does not see this “processor busy” case.

· Nokia thinks that this active flow control might be quite difficult. Nokia would be more thinking about this more static capabilities. Nokia thinks this type of dynamic flow control mechanism could be misused by UE’s and provide problems to the network.

· Tektronics thinks having flow control at different levels (e.g. MAC and TCP) might invite problems.

· NTT DCM supports the proposal. If we have this, we could have tests that the UE is not misusing it. During normal conditions the UE should pass the tests (test under controlled conditions).

· Panasonic assumes that it is up to the eNB implementation how to respond to the indication. 

· Chairman remarks that many details of the proposal still need to be defined. QC is thinking about simple mechanism (e.g. reduce to 20%) and could be a bit sticky. But this could be stage-3 details.

· IPW thinks this is a very bad idea: it passes the congestion problem from the UE to the eNB. The UE has a congestion problem, then the UE should handle it.

· QC assumes we only talk about an additional delay of 10’s or 100’s of ms.

· Have 2 options:

A) Need MAC flow control in Rel-8 [9]

B) Have no flow control in Rel-8 [10]

- 
Ericsson notices the quite large support. So Ericsson proposes that there could be further offline discussion to see if something can be worked out for future meetings. However the decision in this meeting would be that we don’t have it.

=>
Noted for now. Allow one more meeting to conclude on this issue.

R2-080865:
PDCCH monitoring by T-C-RNTI
Panasonic

· QC wonders what T-C-RNTI is; this is the “temporary-CRNTI”

· NEC wonders what happens if there is a ACK->NACK/DTX error on the ACK for Msg4 ? The UE would not ACK the retransmission because it is not monitoring the PDCCH with T-CRNTI anymore ? This for the case that Msg4 allocates a new CRNTI to the UE. Panasonic agrees that this could be an issue.

· Ericsson wonders whether this contribution is only addressing initial access ? Panasonic replies that this document is for initial access / re-establishment.

· Ericsson indicates that when we discussed RACH before, we wanted short timers for quick re-attempts. So that is in favour of only starting the timer after receiving the ACK on Msg3.

· Today in RRC, T300 is started when “lower layers indicate successful transmission of the msg”. Should we e.g. change this to Msg2 reception. Motorola thinks the current text is not clearly referring to receiving the HARQ ACK.

· Erisson points out that we have agreed to keep data in the buffer when an ACK is received. So when can we be sure of delivery ?

· Main problem that Panasonic tries to address is that if we start T300 only on receiving the ACK for Msg3, then msg4 could be received before T300 is started in case of ACK->NACK error.

· Motorola thinks that simplest approach is to start T300 when the message is given to lower layers (so Msg1,2,3,4 delays should be considered). Panasonic this would be a possibility, but backoff should be considered.

· NTT DCM thinks that when we start on receipt of Msg2, then T300 has to consider all Msg3 delays even if the Msg3 went through in one go.

· NTT DCM assumes that when Msg4 is received before T300 is started, there should not really be any drawback ?

· Panasonic assume max 3 retransmission for Msg3 so we talk about 24ms.

· Motorola wonders why we did not specify T300/T301 in MAC ? Panasonic agrees that this would be simpler. Ericsson assumes this would require RRC to inform MAC that this is an initial msg (connection establishment/re-establishment).

· QC shares the concern w.r.t. having a timer on MAC. Also who will do the retransmission ?

· Ericsson thinks we should addressing both cases (initial access and also access in connected mode).

· Panasonic wonders if it is agreeable to start monitoring T-CRNTI  atter Msg2 reception (alignment with non-contention case). Ericsson thinks there is no reason to start monitoring before having at least transmitted the Msg3 once. 

· Panasonic would prefer alignment between contention and non-contention case, so after Msg2 reception.

· Ericsson points out that we also still have the parallel C-RNTI monitoring aspect that might cause a difference in MAC operation.

	Agreement:

1) For the initial access/re-establishment case, T-CRNTI monitoring shall start no later than after the first Msg3 HARQ transmission.


R2-081173:
Signaling change of MCS of DL Control Channel
NEC
R2-080874:
CS fallback consideration
Panasonic

R2-080821:
First quantification of UL control overhead
Samsung

R2-081085:
PDCP/RLC behavior during HO
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-081096:
RAN level “keep-alive” signalling
Qualcomm Europe

R2-080873:
Timer handling for RACH procedures
Panasonic

R2-081174:
Ping pong detection during idle mode
NEC

R2-081176:
DL Multiplexing for Persistent and Dynamic scheduling
NEC

R2-081095:
Issue with RRC level contention resolution
 Qualcomm Europe

4.6
MBMS

4.6.1
MBSFN

4.6.1.1
Scheduling information at MSAP occasion

How does this information look ? Note that the user plane details for the MSAP occasion should be discussed under stage-3 MAC/RLC.
Dynamic scheduling info at MSAP occasion

R2-080806:
MBSFN Data Scheduling and Handling
Research In Motion Ltd

R2-080694:
Providing dynamic MBMS scheduling information
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-080984:
Transmission of E-MBMS scheduling information
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-080985:
Clarification on E-MBMS scheduling information
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-080875:
MBMS scheduling information and paging occasion relating to MBSFN subframe allocation Panasonic

· Logical channel (MSAP) or MAC?

· Upfront or inbetween?

· Only addressing services scheduled in this MSAP occasion or also other services?

· Indicating only starting radio frame level or also subframe level?
4.6.1.2
Need for "MICH"?

Do we need a kind of MICH ? If so, how does it look and what should it do ?
R2-080724:
Paging for EMBMS
CATT

R2-080951:
MCCH change notification
 Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-081118:
MICH for EMBMS
Motorola

R2-081086:
Mechanism for MCCH Update
LG Electronics Inc.

· Yes/no?

· How (PDCCH only, PDSCH, PCH)?

· How specific (what does it indicate)? What additional info container ?

4.6.1.3
Other

Contributions on more detailed MCCH aspects like signalling sequences and P/S-MCCH contents should be submitted under stage-3 RRC. MBMS user plane under stage-3 RLC/MAC.

MBSFN Subframe allocation signalling !

R2-080982:
Constraints on signalling of MBSFN subframe allocations
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-080839:
MBSFN subframe allocation signaling
Huawei

R2-080875:
MBMS scheduling information and paging occasion relating to MBSFN subframe allocation Panasonic

Based on offline work, the following document was made available:

R2-081367:
MBSFN signalling issues

· When does a non-MBMS UE needs to reread the MBSFN subframe allocation signalling ? The period proposed to be spanned is 32 bits as example.

· Ericsson wonders if this should really be sent if there is no MBSFN ? ALU confirms if we do not agree on any optimisations.

· Ericsson thinks that having a bitmap is a very inefficient way to handle it if there is no MBMS.

=>  Discussions can be continued.

Other other:

R2-080695:
Open issues on BCCH on dedicated layer and MCCH structure
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-081029:
LTE MCCH Transmission
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-081030:
Structure of MBMS Control Information
LG Electronics Inc.

4.6.2
SC-PTM

4.6.2.1
Data handling

Anything specific compared to unicast ? E.g. how are MBMS services identified/multiplexed ? Anything special for HARQ  feedback?
R2-080696:
MBMS identifiers
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-080807:
SC-PTM Multiplexing and Scheduling
Research In Motion Ltd

4.6.2.2
Control 

Contributions on more detailed MCCH aspects like signalling sequences and P/S-MCCH contents should be submitted under RRC. Other control aspects can be submitted here (e.g. need for “MICH” , CQI handling, need for “MSCH” for SC-PTM…), how does counting work ?
Counting

R2-080983:
Control of MBMS service transmission in SC-ptm mode
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-081034:
LTE MBMS Counting Procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

· Are all UE’s receiving SC-PTM in Connected state ?

Other

R2-080725:
Single Cell MBMS Transmission in Unicast/MBMS-Mixed Cells
CATT

R2-080953:
MBMS feedback configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-081032:
Channel Quality Reporting for LTE MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.

4.6.3
Service Continuity

During RAN2#59 we agreed priority for 3 scenarios (R2-073706: e.g. MBSFN<->SC-PTM on same and different carrier). Are there any implications related to these scenarios for the stage-2 ?
R2-080697:
On MBMS service continuity
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-081119:
UE mobility between MBSFN and PTM
Motorola

R2-080726:
UE behaviors when moving to SC-PTMS cells
CATT

R2-080841:
MBMS Service Continuity in E-UTRAN
Huawei

· Basic assumption: UE can receive MCCH from 2 layers ?
4.6.4
Other

R2-080840:
the PDCP consideration during MBMS transmission
Huawei

R2-080954:
Inter layer notification
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
4.7
UE specific RRM information at handover

What UE specific information needs to be exchanged between source and target eNB at handover ?
R2-080803:
Email discussion report on RRM Container Content
Nokia Siemens Networks

· NSN clarified that currently 36.423 already has a “Last Visited Cell List”. Ericsson agreed it would be good to have it.

· NSN prefers to take “throughput in last cell” offline.

· LG indicates they have no strong opinion on “throughput”. They would like to understand the benefit.

	Agreements:

UE specific RRM info in RRC will contain:

1) Inactive Timer

      - log scale with indicate range.

2) Last Visited Cell List

      - Detailed definition is FFS (e.g. how many, what information per cell)


=> NSN will bring CR for next meeting.

Late/Not available

R2-080804:
RRM Container Content
Nokia Siemens Networks

4.8
SON (Self Optimising Networks)

4.8.1
Standardised eNB measurements

Proposals related to further eNB measurements that are essential to standardise. Output of the email discussion should be important input.

Load balancing

R2-081164:
Physical resource block usage measurements at eNB
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.

· NTT DCM clarified that the intention is to exchange these measurements exchanged over X2. 

· Samsung supports this proposal in general. Samsung wonders whether the MBSFN PRB usage might not really be an eNB measurement ? NTT DCM clarified that every cell could belong to a different combination of SFN areas. 

· Ericsson wonders whether the MBSFN PRB’s really makes sense since it is configured by other nodes. NTT DCM agrees, but still a neighbouring cell would need to know. So for the MBMS PRB usage, it is probably more important to know how many PRB’s are configured for MBMS then the number of used PRB’s. So the “MBSFN PRB usage” would not really be a measurement, but just reporting the configuration.

· Orange supports this proposal.

· W.r.t. PBR usage, NEC wonders if we really need per CQI, or whether GBR/non-GBR would not be sufficient ? NTT DCM assumes that from a complexity comparison, there is no much difference (just more reporting).

· Ericsson is worried about the distortion you get due to concatenation. The level of distortion would also depend a lot on scheduler algorithm.

· Could the eNB not report total PRB usage, and throughput per QCI ? DCM thinks this would not reflect user locations. Ericsson thinks for GBR, throughput should be quite good.

· Ericsson thinks that it would be good to have a useable split for the concatenation case. Ericsson thinks alternatives would be to exclude these TB’s, or to leave it to UE implementation on how to compute it.

· If we agree to this, NTT DCM assumes we should liaise to RAN3. It is currently unclear where this would be documented. Ericsson thinks that this are measurements from RAN1.

· Ericsson proposes to reply to RAN1 that RAN2 sees no problem for the no-concatenation case, but we are still studying the concatenation case. So then also can capture this in the RAN1 spec.

· NEC thinks that PRB usage is different for data or control. Ericsson thinks that it would be logical to only count the PRB’s used for SRB’s (same approach as QCI).

· NSN wonders why we report data and control PRB usage separately (would the receiving eNB use it differently) ? NTT DCM indicates that how the receiving eNB would use the information is implementation specific. NSN is a bit worried about the amount of reporting.

=>  Sent reply LS to RAN1:

1) 

PRB usage for data: to indicate that we are fine for the non-concatenation case. Are still studying the concatenation case w.r.t. reporting per CQI.

2)

MBSFN related reporting should be more related to configuration rather than actual PRB usage.

3)

Control information: report configured common channel PRBs, and in addition PRB’s used for SRB’s (confirm QCI)

Draft LS will be provided by Tuesday. Approval before Friday => Final version in R2-081368

R2-081175:
Load Balancing Signalling and associated SON
NEC

=>  Based on the LS which will be sent by NTT DCM, RAN3 should be able to take the necessary decisions.

Performance Monitoring

R2-081163
Summary of email discussion on RAN performance monitoring eNB measurements
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.

· Samsung wonders why there is a need for a relation to user perception ? Ericsson thinks it that the performance of the network ultimately is reflected in end-user-experience.

· Proposal is to give now suggestions as to what from a RAN2 point of view seems sensible performance management measurements, and then ask SA5 feedback what they think is relevant. If SA5 confirms the usefulness, we could have to finalise the details. 

· NTT DCM would prefer to continue the work while waiting for the response from SA5. 

· Proposed way forward:

A) Indicate to SA5 what performance measurements seems to make sense from a RAN2 point of view. 

B) We ask SA5 for feedback/confirmation on these measurements and where they should be documented.

C) Based on the SA5 reply, we will the measurement definitions for which SA5 confirmed that they are usefull.

· Ericsson assumes that the scope of RAN2 is UE/eNB and RRM. NTT DCM agrees that we should focus on RAN performance. 

· Considered measurements:

a) total DL/UL throughput per cell per QCI

=> ok

b) average DL/UL QoS per QCI. The exact measure will depend on the QCI, but e.g.,   
 throughput, packet delay, and packet undeliverable rate would be useful for different QCIs;

=> ok

c)
percentage of UEs that experienced unsatisfactory QoS per QCI. The definition of unsatisfied will again need to be different for different QCIs.

=> ok

d) DL/UL PRB utilization per GBR/non-GBR per cell

-  
Ericsson wonders how the concatenated PDU case would work ? Ericsson thinks that due to concatenation having per GBR/non-GBR does not make so much sense. So Ericsson would prefer not to have it per GBR/non-GBR.

-
NTT DCM confirms this problem, but thinks that it could simply be counted as part of the highest QCI. 

-
NTT DCM would as a minimum like to measure separately for persistent and dynamic resources. Ericsson wonders what the usage of that would be (it is a eNB decision whether to use dynamic or semipersistent resources). NTT DCM would mainly like to know the PRB’s used for voice calls. However NTT DCM agrees that GBR/non-GBR would be better.

=>  DL/UL PRB utilisation, potentially split for VOIP and non-VOIP. Further enhancements (e.g. per QCI) could be considered but would require further work.; ok

e)    Number of RRC_CONNECTED UEs per cell

-
Ericsson wonders what we want to use the measurement for; there is a big difference whether these UE’s are DRX or very active ? NTT DCM clarified this is for basic resource usage/C-RNTI space. Ericsson thinks the cost of an inactive UE could depend a lot on eNB implementation. NTT DCM agrees f) is more usefull, but e) could e.g. be used for CAC.

f)    Number of RRC_CONNECTED UEs having data in transmit buffer per cell

-
This would be an indication of load. In combination with throughput this provides information on eNB performance.

-
Ericson wonders if we could not better talk about “active UE’s in the cell”. This can be discussed offline.

=> Offline discussion are stimulated to come to an outgoing LS with clear measurement proposals in R2-081215.

R2-080758:
Standardization scope for KPIs in LTE
Ericsson

=> Noted

R2-080805:
RAN Measurement for Performance Monitoring
Nokia Siemens Networks

=> Noted

R2-081027:
Average Downlink Throughput Measurement
Vodafone

· Will have to go into the details after SA5 feedback

=>  Noted

Other

R2-080715
SON-Paging load measurement
CATT

4.8.2
Radio protocol extensions

Radio signalling extensions for SON. 
R2-081046:
Mechanism for UE measurements and reporting of global cell identity
Ericsson

· Samsung wonders what is really new compared to what we agreed ? 

· Ericsson clarifies that the essential part is that gaps are provided to the UE for obtaining the CGI. Will discuss as part of the next paper.

=>  
Noted

R2-081141:
SON Automatic Neighbour Relation Function
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· NEC wonders if the proposed procedure is only used for SON. Yes.

· Ericsson thinks it is quite obvious that only dedicated signalling can be used in order to reduce the load. Nokia tends to agree.

· TIM wonders whether there is any activity ongoing to determine what the gap sizes would need to be for obtaining the CGI’s ? Nokia does not think so. Also the pattern might need to be different depending on how the configuration of the broadcast channel is in the target network. However RAN3 should first indicate what global cell id would be required.

· There is an incoming LS on the server from RAN3 (R2-081327). QC assumes that RAN4 will study based on this LS.

=>  Noted: can come back in the next meeting.

R2-081097:
Clarification on inter-RAT/frequency ANR function
Qualcomm Europe

Proposal 2:

· Motorola thinks that for connected mode we have agreed carrier frequencies, not individual cells. Nokia thinks that however the clear intention was to only list frequencies that are really used. Ofcourse an eNB could list frequencies for which it is not sure but that seems a bit a strange usage.

· Motorola understand that this paper is related to the first step: how would the UE report the cell at all. QC confirms.

· Motorola does not see a problem with GERAN, because the used GSM frequencies are normally very stable. So E-UTRAN cell could list them all. 

=> Can confirm proposal 1. 

R2-080931:
Identification of E-UTRA Cell
Ericsson

· Huawei wonders why the TAC is not used ? Ericsson confirms it saves bits, but since the TAC has relations to other system aspects, it might be easier to have a more stable identity apart from the TAC.

· Samsung wonders what the reason is to change TAC ? Ericsson thinks this happens.

· NSN wonders whether GCI include eNB-Id ?

· NSN indicates that the GCI in UTRAN was larger than proposed here (27 versus 28).

· ALU understand the TAC could change, but could cell changes not also happen ?

· Chairman remarks that since both the TAC and the CGI would be in SIB1, we talk about quite costly bits. 

· Samsung wonders if there is a need to have a static identified if the TAC changes.

· Huawei assumes it is more optimal to re-use the TAC. Reconfiguration cases can be handled anyway (e.g. rebuilding configuration in network).

· Ericsson thinks the key question is that not whether there would be operational benefits, but whether they are worth the additional overhead.

=> 
Companies can think about it (no immediate very enthusiastic response).

R2-081098:
RLF-based neighbour list optimization
Qualcomm Europe

· Related to incoming LS in R2-080655.

· ALU wonders how this scheme compliments what we discussed earlier ? Is there value compared to what we have already.

· Huawei has some sympathy for the proposals.

· NSN thinks the proposal is interesting. The network should not act based on a single failure.

· NEC thinks that e.g. in figure 2, in many cases cell B will not be a real neighbour of CellA. 

· Tmob thinks that if we do not agree on the inter-RAT ANR, the RLF solution might be the only possible solution.

· NTT DCM thinks this procedure is quite interesting. One problem might be that the UE does not have the CGI of Cell A. 

=>  There is some support for this type of ANR and RAN2 will continue to study this. Will reply 
       from next meeting based on further inputs.

Late/not available

R2-080923:
ANR SON considerations
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

4.9
Inter-RAT mobility UMTS -> LTE: joint issues

With the decisions from RAN2#60b on priority handling, most stage-2/general issues seems to have been resolved and detailed discussions can be started  in the UMTS session. If any more general issue is remaining, it can be submitted under this agenda item for joint UMTS/LTE discussion.
R2-080757:
Neighbor Cell Lists for UTRAN to LTE mobility
Ericsson
Disc

· Samsung asks about the blacklisting: in the stage-2 we have blacklisting for inter-RAT, but in the stage-3 we don’t have it yet. So what should be the assumption ?  Should this be added in the stage-3 ? 

· Currently we have blacklisting of E-UTRAN cells for both intra- and inter-freq in both stage-2 and stage-3; however only the stage-2 talks about blacklisting of inter-RAT cells and this is not reflected in the stage-3. 

· Motorola indicates that in addition, it is not really clear whether blacklisting is applicable only for cell reselection or also for measurements in connected mode.

· Nokia thinks that if we have blacklisting in one direction, we do not necessarily need it in the other direction.

· Ericsson thinks that if some E-UTRAN neighbours where indicated as blacklisted in E-UTRAN, then it seems logical to blacklist the same cells when in UMTS and listing E-UTRAN.

=>  Support for blacklisting, what cases yes/no is still quite FFS.

· Nokia wonders whether a whitelist is needed ? A whitelist could be required for cell specific offsets. In addition Nokia assumes that if one network operator is adding cells continuously, it might be better to have a whitelist than a blacklist.

· Motorola thinks for reselection to GERAN we have decided not to have individual cell offsets. However for UTRAN we have not take such a decision yet. Motorola assumes that we could have the approach that if a UE reselects to E-UTRA, he would only than rank the cells with cell specific Qoffsets when having entered E-UTRA. So Motorola sees no very strong reason for cell specific Qoffsets for E-UTRA cells in UTRAN.

· Panasonic asks if only 1 E-UTRAN frequency is considered. No multiple. Panasonic thinks that if we have different frequencies, at least a frequency specific offset should be included.

· NSN wonders how this will interfere with the cell info list.

· Nokia wonders whether the information needs to be included in SIB12 ? Motorola would prefer not to include it in SIB12.

· Ericsson clarified this paper focuses on IDLE mode reselection, not on connected mode mobility.
	Agreements:

1) Modelled after the E-UTRAN inter-frequency list, excluding the cell specific “offset-part” and including the “black list”

2) Included in SIB11/11bis.




=> Ericsson will bring CR to next meeting in line with these agreements.

R2-080901:
Configuration modes for Inter-RAT handovers from UTRAN to E-UTRAN
HUAWEI
Disc

· Nokia thinks that from GERAN to UTRAN there was not enough room to signal complete configurations, so therefore default configurations were introduced. However the same problem might not exist from UTRAN to E-UTRAN.

· Nokia/QC agree that preconfiguration should not be used.

· QC points out that in general we use default configurations quite a lot in UMTS (e.g. also IDLE->Connected). So QC would support proposal 2.

· NEC points out that proposal 3 is not conform UMTS today (only SRB’s today in connection setup).

· Huawei would assume that for GERAN=>E-UTRAN there would be reasons to have default configurations. 

· Samsung point out that we don’t know how big the configuration messages would be in LTE. L1 parameters might e.g be the majority of the message size.

	Agreements:

1)  Use of preconfigurations for handovers to LTE is not supported.

2)  The signalling of a complete configuration in the handover to LTE shall be supported


R2-081053:
Equal priority Inter-RAT reselection
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

· Ericsson is wondering whether “equal priority” would also apply to two RAT’s both having no priority ? Nokia points out that this is a different case: “no priority” means not considered for reselection.

· Nokia clarifies that they want to avoid ping-pong: so whatever of the two “layers” the UE on is fine.

· QC assumes this is covering a corner case: operator does not want to make a decision between two technologies. QC assumes with ISR (SA2) then the cost of changing RAT is anyway low. So they are not convinced this is needed.

· Nokia thinks that if there are two macro layer RAT’s, both with good coverage, then this could be useful.

· Huawei asks why having different priorities would be a problem ? Nokia thinks this would force all UE’s towards one RAT. Huawei thinks that UE specific priorities could address this.

· Motorola wonders how it works if you are e.g. on UTRAN, and GERAN and E-UTRAN cells have the same priority. So which one do you go to ? Motorola assumes that if the operator configured it in this way, then the operator does not care which one you would go to if they both meet the threshold.

· TIM only sees benefits of equal priority if there is ranking. So so far TIM sees no real benefits. TIM thinks the UE specific priority could be used for randomisation.

· It was questioned whether not the same as Nokia is trying to achieve is setting always the current RAT to the highest priority. 

=>  Noted (much more convincing seems required before we could accept this).

R2-081050:
Absolute priorities reselection (LTE)
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR

R2-081052:
UTRA-LTE Interworking
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR

=>   For both CR’s Nokia is volunteering to be the rapporteur up to the next RAN2 meeting. 
       People are invited to come with comments to Nokia.

5
UTRA/UTRAN Long Term Evolution Stage 3

5.1
User plane

This agenda item was treated in a parallel ad hoc on Wednesday and Thursday (see Annex F) and minutes were taken in a separate report in RP-081220 which was agreed on Friday (see agenda item 8.3).
5.2
Control plane

This agenda item was treated in a parallel ad hoc on Wednesday and Thursday (see Annex G) and minutes were taken in a separate report in RP-081332 which was agreed on Friday (see agenda item 8.2).

6
UTRA/UTRAN
6.1
Incoming LSs on UTRA (all releases)

R2-080667
LS on code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15, RAN1
(R1-080523; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson), REL-7
MIMO-L23, RANimp-64QamDownlink

presented by Kai-Erik Sunell (Ericsson)

RAN2 action requested.
· Related CR in R2-080796
· R2-080667 is noted. Reply LS will be drafted by Ericsson in R2-081232 when the CRs are treated. Final LS answer was agreed in R2-081311 (see AI 6.5).
R2-080668
LS on UE release indication from SRNC to Node B, RAN1
(R1-080609; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Ericsson), REL-8
RANimp

presented by Sven Ekemark (Ericsson)

No RAN2 action requested.
· R2-080668 is noted. No LS answer.
R2-080669
Reply LS to R2-075472, R2-080575 and R2-080579 on the progress made on Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH State in FDD, RAN1
(R1-080618; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: NSN), REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
presented by Markus Wimmer (NSN)

No RAN2 action requested.
· R2-080669 is noted. No LS answer.
R2-080670
LS on 1.28 Mcps TDD HS-DSCH physical layer categories and related transport block sizes for 64-QAM modulation, RAN1
(R1-080619; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: ZTE), REL-8
RANimp-64Qam1.28TDD

presented by Du Zhongda (ZTE)

RAN2 action requested.
· ZTE proposes to bring CRs for 25.306 in TEI8

· Ericsson asks whether there will be an impact for 25.331

· ZTE answers that there is no impact expected

· Adhoc chair clarifies that the target date is May, so there is no need for the CRs this meeting.

· LS R2-080670 is noted. Reply LS in next meeting when the CRs are ready. (CB next meeting)
R2-080671
Reply LS on CS Voice over HSPA, SA4
(S4-080126; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia), REL-8
RInImp8-CsHspa

presented by Woonhee Hwang (NSN)

RAN2 action requested.
· Topic handled in R2-080799
· The LS will be discussed during the agenda item 6.4.2. Proposal is to have the LS only in the next meeting since the SA4 meeting will be after our next meeting.

· Should copy in RAN3

· For question 1):
RAN2 agreed to only signal a maximum value for the dejitter buffer
· For question 2):
RAN2 agreed that there is no need for a specific handling for the downlink scheduling time but that Scheduling Priority and Discard timer could be used in Iub interface to control the scheduling delay. Details of the setting would be implementation specific.

· For question 3):
For the UL this is implementation specific. It is considered that a fixed dejitter buffer delay will be implemented in the RNC such that the required QoS will be met. In the DL there would be a fixed  delay, and the scheduling in the NodeB would be such that the required QoS can be met using this fixed maximum delay. Optimizations are considered to be implementation specific.

· LS R2-080671 is noted. LS answer is postponed. Come back (CB) next meeting.
R2-081178
Response LS to R1-080608 and R2-080618 on HSPA RB and SRB configurations in 34.108, RAN5
(R5-080525; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson), REL-7
64QAM DL, MIMO and Improved L2 for higher data rates

presented by Martin van der Zee (Ericsson)

RAN2 action requested.
· ALU wonders whether RAN5 have really understood that any value from 12 to 16, i.e. in addition 14 would be possible to be used.

· Ericsson clarifies that RAN5 did consider that 14 was a valid configuration but they don’t see the need of configuring this in the test case.

· ALU also wonders why they are using flexible RLC PDU size also for RLC UM. It is ALUs understanding that flexible RLC PDU size is only applicable to RLC AM

· ALU wonders whether we should as well use flexible RLC PDU size for signalling radio bearers because in R5-080287 SRBs are mapped on flexible.

· Chair wonders whether there is any restriction currently in the specification

· Nokia highlights that using the flexible SRBs in the case of an SRNS relocation when the target SRNS does not support the flexible PDU size may not be a very interesting configuration although it may not be impossible.

· Nokia clarifies that there is no reason to not use the flexible RLC PDU sizes for RLC UM, especially because there are no PDU sizes configured else.

· NEC clarifies that the flexible RLC PDU size has been introduced in the section of RLC AM part in the 25.322

· Nokia clarifies that the reason why nothing had been introduced is that the RLC UM PDU sizes are already flexible.

· Ericsson considers that we should discuss whether we should use flexible RLC PDU sizes for SRBs. Ericsson would prefer to not have flexible RLC PDU size for SRBs. ALU agrees.

· Qualcomm wonders whether they only don’t like the testing, or whether Ericsson and ALU don’t want it to be specified.

· ALU does not consider that they don’t want to use it.

· Clarify that the configuration is correct. Leave it up to RAN5 to assess whether using flexible RLC PDU size is a usefull configuration for testing or not.

· Reply LS is drafted in R2-081233 (Ericcson)
· Final LS is agreed in R2-081319 (see AI 6.5).
R2-081179
LS to RAN1 and RAN2 on new MCCH radio bearer configuration in 34.108, RAN5
(R5-080526; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson), REL-7
MBMS

presented by Sven Ekemark (Ericsson)

RAN2 action requested, RAN2 LS answer tbd

· Reply LS will be drafted in R2-081234 (Ericsson)

· The LS is agreed in R2-081320
R2-081201
LS on Paging Permission with Access Control solution (PPAC)
(CT1-080667; to: RAN2; cc: GERAN; contact: NTT)
presented by ? (NTT)
no explicit RAN2 action requested
· Come back after treating the CRs (see R2-081193).

· NSN asks why we need something different from the overload indicator that already exists today.

· NTT DoCoMo has a 12 or 16 bits container to define the number of steps. What RAN3 needs to do is to have a separate number of steps for the paging response and the Location registration.

· NSN would like to give some intention to RAN3.

· NTT will draft an LS answer in R2-081324
· Potential content: Confirming that we have agreed CRs

· Action to RAN3 (in To field) that they should indicate the overload on the Iu interface.

· The LS is agreed in R2-081343.
6.2
Release 6 corrections

R2-080770
Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
Ericsson
CR3226
25.331 (or 25.304?)
REL-6

Revised in R2-081202
R2-080771
Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
Ericsson
CR3227
25.331 (or 25.304?)
REL-7

Revised in R2-081203
R2-080772
Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
Ericsson
CR3228
25.331 (or 25.304?)
REL-8

Revised in R2-081204
R2-081202
Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
Ericsson
CR0162
25.304
REL-6
R2-081203
Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
Ericsson
CR0163
25.304
REL-7

R2-081204
Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
Ericsson
CR0164
25.304
REL-8

· NEC wonders whether on the Coversheet the access network box should be checked?

· Qualcomm wonders whether if Treselection is not used in the core specs it is ensured that there is no impact on the conformance tests

· Detick the network impact

· With this the CRs are agreed. May come back if there is some more issue found with the impact on the test specs.

· Agreed CRs in R2-0801237, R2-0801238, R2-0801239.

R2-080773
Correction on Frequency Layer Dispersion (FLD) in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0038
25.346
REL-6

R2-080774
Correction on Frequency Layer Dispersion (FLD) in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0039
25.346
REL-7

R2-080775
Correction on Frequency Layer Dispersion (FLD) in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0040
25.346
REL-8

· CRs are agreed as they are.

R2-080776
Clarification on MAX_CID
Ericsson
CR3229
25.331
REL-6

R2-080777
Clarification on MAX_CID
Ericsson
CR3230
25.331
REL-7

R2-080778
Clarification on MAX_CID
Ericsson
CR3231
25.331
REL-8

· CRs are agreed as they are.

R2-080792
L2-combining in MBMS CURRENT CELL P-T-M RB INFORMATION message
Ericsson
CR
-
25.331
REL-6

· NEC is wondering whether further description is usefull, but NEC has no strong opinion.

· The CRs are agreed in Tdoc R2-0801240, R2-0801241, R2-0801242, CR 3248, 3249 and 3250

R2-080916
Correction to UTRAN side MAC-e depiction
Samsung
CR
-
25.321
REL-6

R2-080917
Correction to UTRAN side MAC-e depiction
Samsung
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

R2-080918
Correction to UTRAN side MAC-e depiction
Samsung
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· ALU wonders what the uplink / downlink signalling means, i.e. whether we should as well add the details of the channels that we mean with that. ALU proposes to add the channels 

· Samsung proposes to keep the uplink / downlink differentiation

· It is agreed to add the channels also for the existing associated uplink / downlink signalling, and as well for the UE side.

· The WI code will be updated

· The update will be in R2-0801243, R2-0801244, R2-0801245 as CRs 0382, 0383, 0384, respectively.
· The CRs in R2-0801243, R2-0801244, R2-0801245 are agreed as they are.
R2-080943
RAB combinations MBMS PTP on DPCH
Ericsson
CR
-
25.993
REL-7

· NEC is wondering what the purpose of this note is

· Ericsson clarifies that in this combination MBMS is mapped on HS-DSCH, and the note clarifies which configuration is used in the case that DPCH is used.

· NEC will discuss with Ericsson, and come back if a better alternative is found.

· After presentation it was decided that it is better to indicate in the respective sections that the RABs are also applicable to PtM.
· The CR is agreed in R2-0801246 as CR0108.
R2-080973
Correction of figures
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.301
REL-7

R2-080974
Correction of figures
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.301
REL-7

· The coversheet needs updating (Spec version, tick the UE and network box, change the WI Code should be E-DCH)

· The CRs are agreed in R2-0801247, R2-0801248, R2-0801249 as CRs 0093, 0094, 0095, respectively.
R2-081003
Correction to SIB extension multiplexing
Qualcomm Europe
CR
-
25.331
REL-6

· There is no need for Rel-7/8 CRs since this note is already included in the specs.
· The CR is agreed in R2-0801250 as CR3251.
*R2-081186
Correction to Reception of UM RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
CR317
25.322
REL-6
TEI6, compare R2-080392
*R2-081187
Correction to Reception of UM RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
CR318
25.322
REL-7
TEI6, compare R2-080393
*R2-081188
Correction to Reception of UM RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
CR319
25.322
REL-8
TEI6, compare R2-080403
· The CRs R2-081186, R2-081187, R2-081188 are agreed.

6.3
Release 7 corrections

6.3.1
Enhanced CELL_FACH state in FDD

R2-080835
FACH measurement occasion Calculation
Huawei
CR3232
25.331
REL-7

R2-080836
FACH measurement occasion Calculation
Huawei
CR3233
25.331
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed.

R2-080837
Inconsistency of MAC header when BCCH mapped to HS-DSCH
Huawei
CR0373
25.321
REL-7

R2-080838
Inconsistency of MAC header when BCCH mapped to HS-DSCH
Huawei
CR0374
25.321
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed.

R2-080842
Synchronised modification of system information blocks
Huawei
CR3236
25.331
REL-7

R2-080843
Synchronised modification of system information blocks
Huawei
CR3237
25.331
REL-8

· Qualcomm wonders why we need this requirement

· Huawei clarifies that this change is needed in order to be able to inform UEs in CELL_FACH state of the change of the system information since else this can only be done via the S-CCPCH
· The CRs are agreed.

R2-080844
Clarification on “Default DPCH offset value”
Huawei
CR3234
25.331
REL-7

R2-080845
Clarification on “Default DPCH offset value”
Huawei
CR3235
25.331
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed.

R2-080870
Clarification on “Measured Results on RACH” in enhanced CELL_FACH
Huawei
CR
3238
25.331
REL-7

R2-080872
Clarification on “Measured Results on RACH” in enhanced CELL_FACH
Huawei
CR
3239
25.331
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed.

R2-081103
Correction to the operation of the timer Treset
ASUSTeK
CR
0375
25.321
REL-7

R2-081104
Correction to the operation of the timer Treset
ASUSTeK
CR
0376
25.321
REL-8
· The CRs are agreed.

R2-080846
Traffic volum measurement for CELL_PCH UE
Huawei
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

R2-080847
Traffic volum measurement for CELL_PCH UE
Huawei
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Nokia wonders why there are different conditions proposed in the CR to trigger the reporting.

· Huwaei clarifies that there is no additional trigger, but just that some additional information is included in the measurement report

· Nokia wonders whether the aim is that the adding of the measurement report 4A is the same as the specific bit in the CUD message. In that case Nokia would prefer that the triggering condition should be exactly the same. In the CUD there are some additional conditions that are checked.

· ALU agrees with the Nokia comment, i.e. to align to the behaviour at CUD.

· There will be a revision in order to align the behaviour with the setting of the bit in the CUD message.

· R2-081251, R2-081252, CRs in 3252, 3253.

· The CRs are agreed

R2-080866
HS-DSCH transmission for CELL_FACH UE
Huawei
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

R2-080868
HS-DSCH transmission for CELL_FACH UE
Huawei
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· Interdigital wonders why we don’t want this in the case that the dedicated H-RNTI is used.

· Huawei answers that in Rel-8 we may have a dedicated feedback, and thus in this case we may want to use the feedback, and thus we need the inter TTI interval.

· Ericsson thinks that we should not take a decision due to a potential future decision and dthat the specification text is rather clear. Qualcomm shares this view.

· Huawei wonders whether the proposed note anyway reflects the Rel-7 UE behaviour?

· This is the common understanding of the group, i.e. the network can rely on the fact that the UE in CELL_FACH state does not discard MAC-ehs PDUs received within less than 5 sub-frames
· The CRs are not agreed.
6.3.2
Improved L2 support for high data rates

R2-080783
Correction to the RLC RESET and RESET ACK PDU with flexible RLC PDU size
Ericsson
CR
0377
25.322
REL-7

R2-080784
Correction to the RLC RESET and RESET ACK PDU with flexible RLC PDU size
Ericsson
CR
0378
25.322
REL-8

· 
· The contents of the CRs is agreed.
· Since CR numbers were allocated for 25.321 (0377, 0378) after RAN2 #60bis in January but CRs are intended for 25.322 the CRs were revised to correct CR numbers after RAN2 #61: R2-080783 revised in R2-081393 CR0325 to 25.322 REL-7
R2-080784 revised in R2-081394 CR0326 to 25.322 REL-8.
R2-080798
RB combinations for flexible PDU sizes and MAC-ehs
Ericsson
CR
0107
25.993
REL-7

· Since this morning there has been some discussion on the use of flexible SRBs this may have an impact on the CR

· Also the Note2 should be removed.

· For alternative 2 the MAC D PDU size should be changed.

· Ericsson proposes to remove the flexible RLC PDU size to SRBs.

· Chair wonders whether we should wait for the RAN5 decision on 34.108.

· ALU believes that this should be an independent decision.

· NEC proposes that we should clarify that 64QAM and MIMO are not used simultaneously in Rel-7.

· ALU considers that this is already sufficiently clarified in 25.306 and 34.108.

· The above changes and the flexible RLC PDU size to SRBs is removed. Update in R2-081254.
· The CR in R2-081254 is agreed
R2-080793
Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
Ericsson
Disc
R2-080794
Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
Ericsson
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

· The UE box and network box should be ticked. WI code should be enhanced L2

· Qualcomm would rather prefer bit aligned and octet aligned

· It is agreed to change the names to bit aligned and octet aligned

· The category should be F

· The UE box and network box should be ticked. WI code should be enhanced L2

· With these changes the CRs R2-081255 (REL-7, CR0385) and R2-081256 (REL-8, CR0386) are agreed.
R2-080795
Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
Ericsson
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

· ALU wonders whether in the tabular should clarify that absence of the bit means bit aligned.

· The condition has to be changed.

· Nokia proposes that the category should be C

· Nokia wonders whether this information is needed in the RNC container.

· Chairs understanding is that it has to be configured, and that absence means that bit aligned is used, so no need to remember the past.

· ALU wonders whether we need to have an error case => should be discussed offline.

· R2-081257, R2-081258, CR3254, CR3255 have to be prepared.
· There is a need to specify different error cases and there is a need to have some procedural description

· The CRs in R2-081257 (REL-7, CR3254) and R2-081258 (REL-8, CR3255) are agreed.
R2-080862
transmission scheduling in MAC-ehs entity
Huawei, Qualcomm Europe
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

R2-080864
transmission scheduling in MAC-ehs entity
Huawei, Qualcomm Europe
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed in R2-081259, R2-081260 as CRs 0387 and 0388, respectively.
R2-080978
Correction of figure on UE side MAC architecture/MAC-ehs details
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.308
REL-7

R2-080979
Correction of figure on UE side MAC architecture/MAC-ehs details
Nokia Corporation,Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.308
REL-8
· The CRs are agreed in R2-081261, R2-081262 as CRs 0028 and 0029, respectively.
6.3.3
CPC
No inputs were provided to this agenda item.
But note: The Tdocs R2-080980, R2-080981, R2-081289 and R2-081290 which were submitted under AI 6.3.12 TEI7 (see there) are actually related to CPC.
6.3.4
MIMO
R2-081007
Correction to conditions for setting MIMO_STATUS variable
Qualcomm Europe
CR3240
25.331
REL-7

R2-081008
Correction to conditions for setting MIMO_STATUS variable
Qualcomm Europe
CR3241
25.331
REL-8
· The CRs are agreed.
R2-081105
Correction to MIMO with the message PHYSICAL CHANNEL RECONFIGURATION
ASUSTeK
CR
-
25.331
REL-7
· Ericcsson believes that there is no need in the ASN.1 to change the Rel-7 IE.

· Ericsson proposes to only add this extension to the Rel-7 branch of the ASN.1

· NEC comments that the network box shoudl be ticked

· is no need in the ASN.1 to change the Rel-7 IE (ASN.1 is frozen)

· only add this extension to the Rel-7 branch of the ASN.1

· the network box should be ticked

· R2-081263, R2-081264 with CRs 3256, 3257 have to be prepared.
· The last Comma in the ASN.1 should be removed 
· The CRs are agreed with removing the comma in R2-081312 and R2-081313.
6.3.5
16 QAM UL
No inputs were provided to this agenda item.
6.3.6
64 QAM DL
R2-080781
Correction to HS-SCCH numbering assumption for 64QAM encoding
Ericsson
CR3242
25.331
REL-7

R2-080782
Correction to HS-SCCH numbering assumption for 64QAM encoding
Ericsson
CR3243
25.331
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed
R2-080796
Code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15
Ericsson
CR
-
25.306
REL-7
· Nokia wonders what the “or when a single transport block is received” implies
· After offline checking it is clarified that the restriction does not apply in the case that MIMO is not used, even though it is configured.
· It is proposed to check offline.
· Qualcomm wonders whether there is a misunderstanding between RAN1 and RAN2 since RAN2 seems to imply the lower data rate independently on the modulation scheme and one or two transport blocks
· The CRs are agreed in R2-081309, R2-081310 as CRs 0191, 0192, respectively.

6.3.7
MBMS Physical layer Enhancements

R2-080685
Use of cell selection and reslection info in the case that a cell is providing MBSFN only service
IPWireless, NextWave
CR3244
25.331
REL-7

R2-080686
Use of cell selection and reselection info in the case that a cell is providing MBSFN only service
IPWireless, NextWave
CR3245
25.331
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed.
R2-080749
Supporting multi-frequency for 1.28 Mcps TDD MBMS
TD Tech Ltd.
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

· Ericsson comments that the category should be B.

· Nokia comments that the other specs affected is ticked.

· TDTech comments that NBAP is affected. This should be included

· Ericsson comments that the style of 8.6.9.9ac has been changed, and should not be changed.
· It should be clarified that the MBSFN frequency list in the case of LCR TDD indicates frequencies that do not provide only MBMS services.

· The category should be B

· NBAP is affected. This should be included;

· Don’t change style of 8.6.9.9ac

· clarified that the MBSFN frequency list in the case of LCR TDD indicates frequencies that do not provide only MBMS services

· R2-081265, R2-081266 with CRs 3258 and 3259 have to be prepared.
· The CRs in R2-081265, R2-081266 are agreed.
6.3.8
GNSS in UTRAN

No inputs were provided to this agenda item.
6.3.9
1.28 Mcps TDD Enhanced Uplink

R2-080746
Release 7 clarification of HARQ power offset selection during multiplexing of multiple MAC-d flows
TD Tech Ltd.
CR0379
25.321
REL-7

R2-080747
Release 8 clarification of HARQ power offset selection during multiplexing of multiple MAC-d flows
TD Tech Ltd.
CR0380
25.321
REL-8

· Nokia would like to understand the difference between FDD, HCR and LCR after the CR

· TD Tech does not see any difference

· IP Wireless don’t believe that there was a problem without this CR.

· The chair clarifies that the paragraph is limited to TDD.

· To be discussed offline.

· Come back next meeting

· The CRs in R2-080746, R2-080747 are postponed.
R2-080727
Clarification of uplink multicode capability for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE, Spreadtrum Communications
CR
-
25.306
REL-7

R2-080728
Clarification of uplink multicode capability for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE, Spreadtrum Communications
CR
-
25.306
REL-8

· Nokia highlights that “Source to TSG” in the coversheet should be set to R2.

· Ericsson highlights that the note 3 should be added to each line.

· With the above comments the CRs are agreed in R2-081267, R2-081268 as CRs 0189 and 0190, respectively.
R2-080729
Clarification of Absolute Grant value for TDD E-DCH
CATT, ZTE
CR
-
25.319
REL-7

R2-080730
Clarification of Absolute Grant value for TDD E-DCH
CATT, ZTE
CR
-
25.319
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed in R2-081269 and R2-081270 as CRs 0010 and 0011, respectively.
R2-080731
Modification of variable E_DCH_TRANSMISSION setting
CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

R2-080732
Modification of variable E_DCH_TRANSMISSION setting
CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Nokia comments that the WI Code should be added

· With the above comments the CRs are agreed in R2-081271, R2-081272 as CRs 3260 and 3261, respectively.
R2-080733
Correction and Clarification of  non-scheduled E-PUCH allocation for LCR TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

R2-080734
Correction and Clarification of  non-scheduled E-PUCH allocation for LCR TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Should add “Source to TSG”

· With the above comments the CRs are agreed in R2-081273, R2-081274 as CRs 3262 and 3263, respectively.
R2-080735
Modifications on the values of T-RUCCH timer for LCR TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

R2-080736
Modifications on the values of T-RUCCH timer for LCR TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Should add “Source to TSG”

· Nokia comments that this change in the ASN.1 is a ASN.1 non-backwards compatible change. 

· CATT considers that for this feature there are not yet Rel-7 UEs available yet.

· NEC states that it is not an “Integer” but a “Enumerated”.

· With the above comments the CRs are agreed in R2-081275, R2-081276 as CRs 3264 and 3265, respectively.
R2-080737
Clarification of Scheduling Infomation Fields for TDD E-DCH
CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE
CR
-
25.321 
REL-7

R2-080738
Clarification of Scheduling Infomation Fields for TDD E-DCH
CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· Other specs affected should be ticked “No”.
· The CRs are agreed in R2-081277, R2-081278 as CRs 0389 and 0390, respectively.

R2-080745
Extended power control gap for E-PUCH in LCR TDD
TD Tech Ltd.
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

· Dependent on the outcome in RAN1.

· The CRs is withdrawn.
R2-080748
Clarification of SI transmission priority over Non-scheduled MAC-e PDU
TD Tech Ltd.
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

· ZTE comments that the triggering should be left to UE implementation

· TD Tech clarifies that their understanding is that the proposed behaviour is not allowed today, so it should be specified.

· TDTech propose to change this to “could”

· CATT agrees with the TDTECH proposal, but in the second paragraph this is already allowed.

· ZTE would prefer to leave this to UE implementation, but the behaviour could be allowed.

· Ericsson wonders whether ZTEs understanding is that the behaviour proposed by TDTech is already allowed by the current spec.

· The “Source to TSG” should be R2.

· Companies are encouraged to check offline whether the behaviour is already allowed, and whether it should be mandated.

· The coversheet version should be changed to the latest coversheet version.
· Update in R2-081321, R2-081322 as CRs 0398 and 0399.
· The CRs in R2-081321 and R2-081322 are agreed.
6.3.10
7.68 Mcps TDD

No inputs were provided to this agenda item.
6.3.11
3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD Enhanced Uplink

R2-080687
Transmission and reliability of scheduling information for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
IPWireless, NextWave
CR
-
25.319
REL-7

· “Source to TSG” should be R2

· R2-081279, R2-081280 with CRs 0012 and 0013 have to be prepared.
· The CRs R2-081279, R2-081280 are agreed.
R2-080688
Persistence scaling values and scheduling information for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
IPWireless, NextWave
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

· “Source to TSG” should be R2

· R2-081281, R2-081282 with CRs 0391 and 0392 have to be prepared.
· The CRs in R2-081281, R2-081282 are agreed.
R2-080689
Persistence scaling values for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
IPWireless, NextWave
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

· “Source to TSG” should be R2

· Changes on changes should be removed

· R2-081283, R2-081284 with CRs 3266 and 3267 have to be prepared.
· The CRs in R2-081283, R2-081284 are agreed
6.3.12
TEI7

R2-080919
Editorial corrections to MAC-ehs
Samsung
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

R2-080920
Editorial corrections to MAC-ehs
Samsung
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· Broadcom proposes to change the WI code to enhanced L2 DL

· The WI code should be for enhanced L2 DL: RANimp-L2dataRates.
· “Source to TSG” should be R2

· Category should be “F”

· CRs are agreed in R2-081285, R2-081286 as CRs 0393 and 0394, respectively.

R2-081101
Draft CR for Removal of UTRAN’s behaviour
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
-
25.322
REL-7

R2-081142
[Rel-8 shadow] Draft CR for Removal of UTRAN’s behaviour
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
-
25.322
REL-8

· Nokia wonders whether it is the general understanding to remove the complete UTRAN behaviour

· Nokia comments that the second change in 11.3.2 is removing a UE behaviour.

· Ericsson agrees with the intention, and agrees with Nokias comment on 11.3.2.

· Ericsson believes that there has been some discussion to which extent the network behaviour should be specified. Ericsson would like to see some better way for achieving the clarification. Especially in 11.3.2 there seems to be a problems

· Qualcomm believes that there is no real problem with the current text, but if something would have to be removed this could be ok.

· NEC is wondering also some of the R99 behaviour has been affected.

· Noted

· The CRs R2-081101 and R2-081142 are postponed.
R2-080779
Clarification of FLC flag in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0041
25.346
REL-7

Revised in R2-081191
R2-080780
Clarification of FLC flag in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0042
25.346
REL-8

Revised in R2-081192
R2-081191
Clarification of FLC flag in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0041r1
25.346
REL-7

R2-081192
Clarification of FLC flag in MBMS stage 2
Ericsson
CR0042r1
25.346
REL-8

· The CRs R2-081191 and R2-081192 are agreed.
R2-080980
Inactivity Threshold for UE DTX cycle 2 definition missing
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.321
REL-7

R2-080981
Inactivity Threshold for UE DTX cycle 2 definition missing
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

·  The WI should be CPC

· The name should be “Definition of Default-SG-in-DTX-Cycle-2”
· Change the name to Default-SG-in-DTX-Cycle-2
·  Update in R2-081289, R2-081290 as CRs 0395 and 0396.
· The CRs in R2-081289, R2-081290 are agreed
R2-081005
Correction to default configuration 17
Qualcomm Europe
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

· The CR should be Rel-6 with Rel-7 and Rel-8 shadows.
· There is a need to have a true shadow CR for Release 7 and 8 and in Rel-8 a CR to show in the Rel-8 spec that in Rel-7 the feature is not available.
· The Rel-8 CR3270 depends on the CR3271 (see below under R2-081294).
· The following CRs have to be prepared:
R2-081291 CR3268 to 25.331 REL-6 (TEI6 cat.F)
R2-081292 CR3269 to 25.331 REL-7 (TEI6 cat.A)
R2-081293 CR3270 to 25.331 REL-8 (TEI6 cat.A)
· The CRs in R2-081291, R2-081292 and R2-081293 are agreed.

R2-081006
Correction to default configuration 17
Qualcomm Europe
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Check whether the E-DCH indentation is correct in the Handover To Utran Command

· For the HSPA Info put Rel-8 in the version column

· ALU wonders whether QC have done an estimation of the size of the container to check whether this is possible.

· QC did not do any estimation

· QC highlights that for GSM it would be possible to just not use it by having the container with this one bit. But the same command would as well be used for the handover from LTE, and there the size should not be such a big problem. 

· Nokia wonders whether there would not be a better place to introduce this IE.

· ALU is asking whether the container is including the HARQ info including the process information for MIMO?

· ALU is asking whether there is as well the intention for a CS configuration over HSPA whether there is a need to have information on the PDCP configuration.

· The title should be changed din order to differentiate from the earlier CRs.

· The CR is agreed in R2-081294 as CR3271 to 25.331 REL-8 (TEI8 cat.F).

R2-081073
Proposed CR to 25.322 [Rel-7] Correction to Control Information transmission
LG Electronics Inc., SAMSUNG
CR
-
25.322
REL-7

R2-081075
Proposed CR to 25.322 [Rel-8 Shadow] Correction to Control Information transmission
LG Electronics Inc., SAMSUNG
Disc

25.322
REL-8

· The CRs are agreed in R2-081295, R2-081296 as CR0320 and CR0321, respectively.
R2-080914
Poll SUFI and Status Reporting
Samsung
Disc
· QC agrees that something is missing in the description. However if we change the VR(H) this implies that a RLC AM PDU has been received. So the UE should be mandated to include the PDUs until the gap.

· Samsung wonders whether this implies the introduction of a new state variable.

· The chair asks whether there is a need to discard the Poll if the SN is outside the Receiving window 

· Samsung clarifies that a poll is never discarded.

· Samsung believes that there is need to introduce a new state variable.

· Samsungs opinion is that there is no relation between VR(H) and the fact of whether the packet with VR(H)-1 has been received or not

· NEC wonders whether this  feature (PollSufi) is optional or mandatory. It is clarified that in Rel-7 this is only used if the flexible RLC PDU size is configured.

· The WI code should be DL L2 enhancements

· R2-081297, R2-081298 with CRs 0322 and 0323 have to be prepared.
· The CRs in R2-081297, R2-081298 are agreed.
R2-080891
Rel-7 E-DCH enhancements
NEC, Broadcomm
Disc
· ALU comments that for the E-TFC reference in the RRC connection setup the UE category is not yet known anyway. So there is no gain by indicating the capability in the Request, but it would be sufficient in the Setup Complete.

· Ericsson considers that all features in Rel-7 are not optional, e.g. new security algorithm etc. have not been indicated to RAN. The E-DPDCH power interpolation should be seen as such a feature. For the power boosting Ericsson considers that this could be a UE capability.

· Ericsson comments that the figure should show that 16QAM should include power boosting and interpolation

· Qualcomm wonders whether this document has been discussed in RAN1. The technical discussion in RAN1 seems to have concluded that the features are beneficial and have therefore been agreed to be mandatory.

· NEC considers that it is RAN2 responsibility to define the UE capabilities and therefore this is proposed for discussion here.

· NSN considers that both boosting and interpolation have been discussed and agreed in RAN1. So we should stick to this.

· NEC considers that there may be some problems with the testing if the features are not optional. Therefore NEC would propose to provide the choice to RAN.

R2-080891 was revised in R2-081287.

R2-081287 
Rel-7 E-DCH enhancements
NEC, Broadcomm
Disc
· Ericsson, Qualcomm and NSN consider that it has been decide in RAN1 to make the power boosting mandatory, and that we should stick to this decision.

· ALU considers that in RAN1 it was only decided that there is a gain in using E-DPCCH power boosting also if 16QAM is not used.

· ALU believes that for low data rates (e.g. some UE categories) there is no benefit and thus we could make it optional for some UE categories alternatively.

· Qualcomm considers that there is as well some cost in defining two UE behaviours, even if the gain is not very high.

· Chair proposes that if the proposing companies see a need we can technically endorse CRs introducing a UE capability in the RRC Connection Setup Complete introducing the UE capability.

· Chair proposes to trigger some discussion in RAN1 as well (as no ASN.1 impact no urgency for the CR).
· Tdoc R2-081287 is noted.
6.3.13
ASN.1 review

R2-080710
Status of the RRC ASN.1 R7 review
Ericsson
Report
· Report R2-080710 is noted.
R2-080711
Corrections due to the RRC Rel-7 ASN.1 review
Ericsson
CR
-
25.331
REL-7

· Agreed in Tdoc R2-081235 as CR3246 to 25.331.
R2-080712
Corrections due to the RRC Rel-7 ASN.1 review
Ericsson
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Agreed in Tdoc R2-081236 as CR 3247 to 25.331.
6.4
Release 8

6.4.1
Improved L2 for uplink

Signalling of E-RNTI

R2-080849
MAC control element for MAC-i PDU
Huawei
Disc
· Ericsson considers that there is no agreement so far to indicate a resource release in the MAC header.

· Ericsson also considers that this is related rather to the enhanced CELL_FACH WI

· Qualcomm wonders what other fields Huawei considers except for the contention resolution.

· Huawei considers as other alternatives to have the CQI as well as the Release indication.

· Tdoc R2-080849 is noted.
R2-081010
Proposals for MAC-i/is header format
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· Ericsson considers that they understand that Qualcomm does not really see a practical need for the use of 11bits

· Qualcomm does not see that there is a need to use the 16 logical channels. The 11 bits should be specified in order to send rather big packets as well.

· NSN considers that a length of 10 bit should be sufficient. If there were larger packet there would probably be segmentation in the RLC and that too large IP packets do not need to be transferred in the uplink direction.

· Huawei considers that reducing the L field impacts also that transmission in CELL_DCH, which will never contain the E-RNTI.

· Interdigital prefers to use a logical channel Id instead of an L field.

· Ericsson considers that there is a difference in the characteristics of the uplinks and the downlink, and thus there are different requirements on the L field. Ericssons analysis is that there is no need for a 11 bits L field.

· Qualcomms understanding is that in Rel7 with 16QAM we can go up to 22000bits for the E-TFC sizes. The difference between a 10 bis L-field and the 11 bit L-field is 8000 and 16000 bits.

· NSN wonders whether we have already agreed on other uses of L-CHId:
Scheduling information – this is not agreed, it is included if enough space is left
UE Id – now discussed
Indication of CCCH – correct

· Nokia wonders what is the impact of having 10 bits and 11 bits. It is Nokias understanding that if we use only 10 bits the consequence is that the UE has to introduce 3 headers.

· Interdigital agrees, but the same argument is true in the downlink.

· Samsung wonders why there is so much concern about the number of L-CH Id fields, since we only use probably 7-8.

· Ericssons opinion is that in the DL there is only one L-CH Id field reserved.

· Qualcomm wonders whether the restriction only applies in CELL_FACH or as well in CELL_DCH.

· Ericsson believes that this would be possible in theory, but would probably not be needed.

· Alternatives:

Use 10 bit L field (and use one reserved bit for the E-RNTI later) - 3

Use 11 bit for the L field (and use one L-CHId later for the E-RNTI) – 6

· It is agreed to have a 11bit length field. R2-081010 is noted.
Flexible RLC PDU size

R2-080915
RLC PDU size adaptation
Samsung
Disc
· Qualcomm wonders what is the motivation of the big set of sizes, is this in order to help network implementation.

· Samsung considers that there is only a rather coarse granularity needed.

· Qualcomm wonders whether it is the UE or the network that chooses out of the MRPs..

· Samsung clarifies that it is the UE that chooses, but probably not randomly.

· ALU wonders for Proposal 5 whether the UE does not have to adapt the RLC PDU size at all.

· Qualcomm considers that according to the current agreement this behaviour of a UE that does not adapt at all is a possibility. QC would like to avoid this situation.

· Ericsson agrees that there is no mandate in the current specification. But there is still a requirement to adapt to the size of the data and to eliminate padding. Ericsson would be happy with an “easy scheme” that allows to adapt and that would allow to increase the system performance.

· Samsung considers that the criteria: “Proposal 4a: The UE behaviour might be restricted by specifying a maximum limit on the number of RLC PDUs multiplexed into a MAC PDU and/or the number of MAC segments of an RLC PDU.” Would be a good criteria to specify a minimum UE performance

· Nokia wonders on that proposal whether this puts a restriction on the Maximum MAC SDU sizes.

· Samsung considers that the network has to set the number of RLC PDUs and the MRPs in a relation to a maximum possible E-TFC.

· Nokia does not really see how this proposal could be applied to the retransmissions, so it coulud only be applied for first transmissions.

· Samsung only considers this as a criteria for the first transmissions.

· Nokia believes that there are some benefits to radio awareness.

· R2-080915 is noted.
R2-081011
RLC PDU size selection on uplink
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· Nokia considers that in practice there are not going to be very large PDU sizes for initial transmisisons, and thus the discussion on the overhead is rather theoretic.

· Qualcomm considers that if only the retransmissions are segmented the initial maximum size could be much larger.

· Qualcomm considers that a complete radio aware solution should be visible to the network.
· R2-081011 is noted.
R2-081106
RLC PDU size selection for uplink improved L2
InterDigital
Disc
· Nokia wonders how Interdigital envisages to specify the UE behaviour

· Interdigital considers to specify a maximum number of RLC PDUs that can be created in advance.

· Nokia considers that this implies that the UE has to adapt with a certain maximum delay to the E-TFC

· Ericsson still believes that it is preferable to have only one UE adaptation behaviour.

· Nokia considers that it would still be able for the network to configure it in the way that it prefers, which possibly could be 336 for the main and max, and thus only padding is avoided.

· Qualcomm would propose that the different UE behaviour could be tied to a different UE category which would avoid to introduce a different UE capability

· Ericsson has a concern that if we specify radio aware there is a risk that some UEs would in the end perform first RLC PDU creation and then choose the corresponding E-TFC

· Chair is wondering how the situation changes if we have several logical channels

· Nokia considers that the SRB transmission should be infrequent, and thus we should concentrate on one logical channel.

· Ericsson is curious on which type of delay would be imagined, Ericsson considers something around 5 msec.

· Qualcomm wonders how this could be realized, since in RAN1 for 16QAM the UE may be scheduled very quickly.

· Ericsson considers that we have to specify a method that accounts for some delay.

· Possible alternatives for the specification of the UE behaviour:
1)
fully radio aware: RLC PDU size fits to the selected E-TFC
2)
relatively aware: Criteria on maximum limit on the number of RLC PDUs multiplexed 
into a MAC PDU and/or the number of MAC segments of an RLC PDU
3)

aware with delay: The UE is allowed to build a RLC PDU based on an earlier 
selected E-TFC
4)

Unspecified UE behaviour: UE only is mandated to avoid padding.

· As a way forward we should try to specify mandatory behaviour that allows to a non-instantaneous RLC PDU creation after the E-TFC selection along proposals 2) & 3).
The behaviour 1) is always allowed. Tdoc is noted.
CRs

R2-080788
Introducing flexible RLC PDU size in the uplink
Ericsson
CR
-
25.322
REL-8

· One comment on the “If there is no more data in the transmission buffer, it is possible to create a RLC PDU smaller than Minimum UL RLC PDU size” to improve it to “if data to be transmitted is not enough to create a PDU of the minimum size it is allowed to create a PDU including all data to be transmitted even if the resulting size is smaller than the minimum size”.
· Nokia wonders whether it should say smaller or equal / larger or equal.

· Above comments should be included in all four places.
· RLC is revised such that the LI length is configured by RRC.

· With this the CR is agreed in R2-081315 as CR0324.
R2-080789
Introducing MAC-i/is
Ericsson
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· Some comment from Interdigital and Samsung were not addressed in the CR:

· Interdigital commented that the current terminology seems to suggest that segmentation is done only outside the MAC protocol. Interdigital proposes to reuse the terminology re-ordering SDU.

· Multiplexing and TSN setting is grouped together, and segmentation is outside this. Samsung proposed to include as well the segmentation into this description.

· Samsung is fine with the current text.

· Interdigital comments that it would be worthwhile to specify that already segmented data should be transmitted prior to other MAC-d PDUs.

· Qualcomm agrees with the intention, but since we have not described it before we should not start to do so because this may imply that previously we are allowed to transmit out of order.

· Interdigital comments that in 11.8.1.2a we should clarify that we can segment the unutransmitted part of the MAC-d PDU.

· In 11.8.1.2a Interdigital proposes to change the terminology to link this better to the E-TFC selection.

· Samsung considers that there may not be E-TFC selection in the case that we have a non-scheduled grant.

· Qualcomm considers that there is always a E-TFC selection, except for the case of the re-trasmissions.

· Nokia agrees to that. And Nokia considers that the transport block size is the result of the E-TFC selection.  

· Interdigital wonders whether we should have a section on the network behaviour for the re-assembly

· Ericsson clarifies that there is some specification in 4.2.4.XX. Ericsson does not believe that more specification on the network behaviour is needed.

· The 11 bits L field is included.
· In 11.8.1.2a include the “or the untransmitted part of the MAC-d PDU” and add "according to the E-TFC selection".

· In 11.8.1.7 we should specify that any stored segment should be discarded.
· With the above comments the CR is agreed in R2-081316 as CR0397.
R2-080790
Introducing Improved L2 for uplink
Ericsson
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

Revised in R2-081307.
R2-081307
Introducing Improved L2 for uplink
Ericsson
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Interdigital asks how the DDI field would be handled in the case that we have flexible RLC PDU size.

· Ericsson does not believe that there is any need to signal these fields if flexible RLC PDU size is used, so it should be moved under the choice fixed RLC PDU size.

· ALU wonders whether we should have a UE capability on this?

· Ericsson has not yet included a UE capability, but the intention is not to have this as a mandatory feature at this moment. Ericsson is expecting a separate discussion on which features should be mandatory once the list of Rel-8 features is known

· Qualcomm wonders whether we need such a large range for minimum and maximum PDU sizes as well as the granularity.

· Chair comments that it may be preferable to specify pairs of minimum and maximum sizes

· Ericsson comments that the only real limitation would be that the maximum should be larger than the minimum.

· Chair comments that it would be preferable to keep it open on how this would be specified.

· We should leave it open how to signal the minimum and the maximum size.

· Nokia wonders how the size of the length indicator is chosen.

· Ericsson wants to signal the length of the length indicator. But the RLC and RRC spec are inconsistent, the RLC spec deduces it from the maximum size.

· Nokia does not have a big preference. 

· Nokia comments that the “UL MAC header type” should optional default with the default value MAC-e/es such that a target eNodeB does not have to be able to deconfigure the feature.

· RLC is revised such that the LI length is configured by RRC.

· “UL MAC header type” should optional default with the default value MAC-e/es

· Keep the way of specifying the min and max PDU size open (FFS)

· The DDI should be moved under the choice fixed RLC PDU size

· The CR is agreed in R2-081317 as CR3275.
MISC

R2-080976
Correction of figures and addition of missing references to MAC-is/i
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.301
REL-8

· WI code should be updated

· UE and network box should be ticked.

· Release is missing

· The CR is agreed in R2-081318 as CR0096.
6.4.2
CS voice service over HSPA

Jitter buffer

R2-080799
Delivery of Maximum Jitter timer Information to UE
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, T-Mobile, Huawei
Disc

· Related LSin in R2-080671.

· R2-080799 is noted.
R2-080800
CS-HSPA UL AMR Rate and maximum jitter time
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· ALU wonders in the tabular that the unit for the dejitter buffer is missing. For the UL AMR rate for the default value it may be better to write the bitstring directly.

· ALU wonders whether this dejitter delay should be reconfigurable and not only at the setup of the call.

· NSN don’t see a reason why the dejitter buffer size should be changed.

· Tmobile wonders how the dejitter buffer would behave in the case that the timing is changed.

· Tmobile wonders whether the time has to be forwarded in the SRNS relocation container. 

· Broadcaom wonders what happens if the UE receives the parameter for a PS RAB

· Tmobile highlights that the granularity for the dejitter buffer is too fine. 

· Chair asks whether there is an impact on RAN3

· NSN clarifies that the scheduling priority and Discard timer can be used for this.

· There will be a CR in order to introduce the IEs in the critical extension path.

· Indicate one codec that the UE is allowed to use

· Should gather both IEs in a container that is CV

· Should highlight that this is done in a way that it is able to be implemented earlier

· Change the granularity of the dejitter buffer.

· Revised in R2-081306, CR 3273
· Chair asks what is the use of the dejitter buffer size.

· Ericsson considers that the value that is signalled is not something that is normative for the UE, but is just a value by which the UE should delay it until it is first played out.

· Ericsson comments that we should not pass this value to upper layers, because there should be no impact by this UE for higher layers.

· NSN wanted to use this to be passed to higher layers.

· Ericsson comments that this could be the delay to be applied to the playout of the first packet.

· Qualcomm considers that this could be usefull for the maximum dejitter buffer.

· Ericsson considers that this is a very implementation specific value.

· Qualcomm suggests that an alternative could be to tie the CS Counter to the CFN

· Ericsson considers that there is a need in the AS specification to define what is done with this value.

· Ericsson considers that we should check the possibility of indicating the CFN at which the packet should be played out.

· Qualcomm considers that the network can not know the exact delay at which the UE should play the packet out, and that we should allow an adaptive dejitter buffer.

· Qualcomm considers that tying the CFN to the CS Counter would be sufficient and still allows an adaptive dejitter buffer.

· NEC would like to have a clear specification of the use of the value, and maximum initiali delay seems to be a clearer specification.

· Ericsson considers that how to initialize a dejitter buffer is not the core competence of RAN2, and we may want to ask SA4 what information is usefull for a dejitter buffer handling.

· Ericsson could envisage that we just inform SA4 after taking a decision

· Alternatives:
Define the delay as initial delay to be applied on the first packet
Define it as a maximum jitter – not clear how this can be used
Tie the CS Counter to the CFN
Do nothing 

· Qualcomm considers that tieing the CS Counter to the CFN could as well be done on the uplink

· Nokia considers that the tying the CS counter to CFN has advantages, but that the timestamp today is only 20 msec, so this would reduce the maximum delay to 320 (today 5bits * 20 msec = 640)

· NSN explains that during offline discussion it has been proposed to agree that the CS Counter would be tied to the CFN at which the CS packet was received in the RNC/UE, and the RNC indicates the maximum delay to the UE in the RRC message.

· ALU wonders what would happen in the case of a timing re-initialised handover. ALU would like to check this.

· It is agreed to have an email agreement for CRs that tie the CS Counter to the CFN at which the CS packet was received in the RNC/UE, and the RNC indicates the maximum delay to the UE in the RRC message. See Annex H email discussion UMTS_A01.
· Deadline for providing the final CRs is 21st of February.

· Final agreed CRs have be then in R2-081344 (RRC 25.331 REL-8 CR3273) and R2-081345 (PDCP 25.323 REL-8 CR0311.
(Note: R2-081345 was finally called CR0311r1 although there is no revision 0.)
R2-081328
Introduction of CS voice over HSPA, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia coporation, LGE
CR0030 to 25.308 REL-8, RANimp-CsHspa
· The title should be “HS-DSCH applicability to CS bearers”
· The CR is agreed in R2-081348 as CR0030r1.
Rate Control

R2-081153
UL Rate Control Signalling
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc 

· Tmobile assumes that there should be no frequent changes for the rate control, and one or two times per rate should be enough, and usually rate control is done to decrease the rate toadapt to the coverage

· ALU considers that a frequent change of rate control could be in the case of TFO or TRFO when the rate control is initiated by the UE.

· NSN indicates that operators indicated to them that the ALU case for the frequent rate control would not be required.

· Qualcomm highlights that the even today the methods to address the TFO and TRFO are sufficient.

· Tmobile asks how fast the PDCP scheduling is due to the scheduling delay on HSDPA, (due to the buffering NodeB).

· Qualcomm highlights that in the end we may have to add the buffer delay and the period for the SID packets (i.e. 200+160msec).

· NSN clarifies that the concern is not on the delay of the RRC procedure itself, but on the impact on other procedures.

· Nokia clarifies that we have to take into account the RRC processing in the RNC that may be limited.

· R2-081153 is noted.
R2-080889
Rate Control for CS over HSPA
HUAWEI
Disc

· R2-080889 is noted.
R2-081013
Rate control for CS voice service over HS
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-081014
Proposal for RRC based rate control
Qualcomm Europe
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Nokia asks how the HARQ profile would be adapted to decrease the delay

· QC clarifies that the number of retransmissions for SRB1/2 can use a different MAC-d flow could have a different target retransmissions.

· Nokia highlights that then all signalling is affected.

· QC assumes that in general signalling is assumed to go faster than other signalling flows.

· Chair is asking for how the ASN.1 changes would be done for this.

· QC would propose to have a consistent behaviour with the other RRC changes.

· Chair states that we should take care of the ASN.1, since we are extending Rel-8 and trying to freeze the Rel-8 extension.

· Nokia clarifies that this is basically the same as the changes that are done for the Release 7.

· Nokia wonders whether it would be possible as well to use the changes proposed in R2-080800.  

· Chair clarifies that this would then need to be in the reconfiguration message.

· Nokia proposes to just decouple the IE from the RAB information and use the RB Setup.

· Tmobile states that the need for rate control will be more frequent with the introduction of WB-AMR.

· ALU considers that from a UTRAN perspective the procedure is there in DCH, and that the RNC can have the request, and we need to have some type of rate control.

· ALU wonders whether the intention of QC is to map the message to SRB1/2, but no solution similar to SRB5

· QC confirms that no SRB5 is intended.

· Nokia proposes that there should be a list of rates that are allowed to be used similarly to the changes in R2-080800. Nokia does not see a difference in using the RB Setup as well.

· Chair clarifies that if a reconfiguration message is used then we have a transaction Id and no other reconfiguration procedure can be executed. So it is better to use the TRANSPORT FORMAT COMBINATION CONTROL.
· ALU wonders why the maximum as proposed in the Qualcomm procedure is not ok?
· Chair clarifies that there is no need that the list give to the UE has to correspond to the list of codecs received via the Iu from the CN.
· Alcatel is asking whether this could be done as well in the active set update.
· Qualcomm would like to understand the relation between the active set update and the rate control.
· Broadcom would like to keep the changes small in order to not increase too much the impact if this is implemented in Rel-7.
· Nokia would prefer to keep the rate control separate. The situation is similar to Rel-99 where load control can not be done as well.
· It is decided to go with an RRC solution because we do not expect any frequent rate control changes

· The ASN.1 will be done in a similar way as R2-080800
· The TRANSPORT FORMAT COMBINATION CONTROL message is extended.

· We highlight the special ASN.1 handling on the coversheet

· Use one codec that the UE is allowed to use
· R2-081308 with CR3274 has to be prepared.
· Chair comments that it does not seem to be necessary to have the choice, but the Rel99 IEs transport format combination subset" could be set to "full transport format combination set”.

· Nokia proposes that in 8.6.5.3 we should include that this section is only executed if a TFCS is configured.

· Update in R2-081347 with CR3274r1.
· Instead of pointing to 8.6.4.16 we should rather say “provide the format to upper layers”

· The IE in the ASN.1 should be added as well.

· With these changes the CR is agreed in R2-081350 as CR3274r2.
The following 2 CRs were not treated:

R2-080801
CS-HSPA UL AMR Rate Control
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
-
25.322
REL-8
R2-080802
CS-HSPA UL AMR Rate Control
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
-
25.323
REL-8

Ciphering

R2-080921
Introduction of ciphering configuration for CS voice over HSPA
NEC
Disc
· NSN wonders how long the duration during which the deciphering is impossible lasts.

· NEC has not assessed the delay for this interruption

· Chair highlights that this problem had been discussed during the decision between RLC TM and RLC UM mode and that this drawback had been taken into account when the decision has been done, so why do we now have to handle this issue.

· Nokia wonders whether the problem is only for the reconfiguration from DCH to RLC UM or whether this is also for the setup. Also, the problem in R99 was different since the delay is bigger, and that the fact that the CFN is always increasing is different.

· NEC would like to trigger both scenarios.

· Chair clarifies that there does not seem to be a real problem of desynchronization. The network can handle it by not starting the transmission until the complete message is received. And the UE has no problem since it has the START value as soon as the message is processed.

· Chair states that the severity depends probably on the delay.

· R2-080921 is noted.
RLC Segmentation

R2-081047
RLC Segmentation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· ALU considers that there are two procedures running in parallel, i.e. E-TFC selection and the minimum E-TFC. So basically it is ensured that at the cell edge the UE can always transmit.

· Nokias intention with this is to increase the coverage, and believe that it is rather rare that some changes in the rates would occur.

· ALU considers that the minimum set anyway always ensures that the UE can transmit.

· Nokia considers that the minimum set in E-DCH does not allow the same behaviour as DCH.

· Chair asks whether there is any procedure to choose a rate out of the list of allowed rates.

· Nokia considers that today there is not really a procedure defined, and probably the UE would always choose the biggest rate.

· ALU asks whether the UE could report that there is a need to choose a rate.

· Nokia clarifies that there is nothing specified today on how the UE chooses the rate.

· Chair asks why we could not do both, RLC segmentation and Tx power based codec rate adaptation

· Nokia clarifies that there is a need to be able to predict the number of segments per packet.

· ALU considers that in 25.133 already specifies the same behaviour for E-DCH as for DCH.

· It seems that there are two different issues:
1) do we need the RLC segmentation in order to increase the coverage or is the use of 10msec TTI enough
2) how do we choose the codec rate in the UE

· Nokia wonders whether other UE vendors interpret that the 25.133 TFC elimination for the codec rate adaptation applies as well for E-DCH

· Qualcomm thinks that this codec rate adaptation only applies to DCH.

· NEC wonders how the text in 25.133 e.g. in Rel6 could apply to E-DCH.

· Ericsson sees a benefit of segmentation because it reduces the peak rate in the coverage limited situation

· Qualcomm clarifies that the retransmission would occur 40 msecs after the first transmission

· There seems to be some interest in the RLC segmentation but some further study seems to be needed.

· Qualcomm considers that there could as well be some restriction in the case that in Rel-8 we have MAC segmentation.
· There are two possibilities then:
1) Fix the codec rate adaptation to only one codec rate
2) Have some investigation for a codec rate adaptation scheme, potentially in RAN4

· Nokia, NSN and Qualcomm prefer to have one fixed codec rate.

· R2-081047 is noted.
Some interest in RLC segmentation but gain for 2ms TTI and 10ms TTI needs further analysis. How coding rate is chosen in UE is unclear (25.133). Offline discussion also with RAN1 and RAN4 colleagues.
Having only 1 coding rate will be included in R2-080800.
6.4.3 Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH State in FDD

RAN1 has agreed on a CR in R1-080835.

Resource Release

R2-080786
Details on E-DCH common resource release
Ericsson
Disc

· Qualcomm wonders whether this is in addition to the explicit Release or this is an option

· Ericsson considers that this is in addition, there should always an explicit release.

· Qualcomm wonders whether in the case of the mobility there would be a ned for receiving the Ack. In that case the UE would only send dthe SI, and the recovery would be the timer.

· NSN considers that if we want the implicit release we should only do that after the contention resolution in order to make sure that the HARQ ACK is intended for this UE.

· Qualcomm wonders when the eNodeB releases the Resource, i.e. when the eNodeB has missed the initial transmission of an earlier transmission.

· NSN clarifies that the NodeB can determine whether all PDUs have been received based on the TSN.

· Huawei asks what happens in the case that the maximum retransmissions of the PDU including the SI has expired.

· Ericsson considers that there would either be a detection of the loss of synchronization by the UE if the ACK was lost, or the UE could retransmit the SI later.

· R2-080786 is noted.
R2-080994
On Resource Release for DTCH and DCCH
Nokia corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc




· Infineon asks whether in the SI only the RLC buffer is reported and not the HARQ retransmission status?

· Ericsson confirms that SI only indicates the RLC buffer status.

· Nokia states that the implicit resource is needed in case that the E-AGCH is not received.

· Chair states that for the case that the E-AGCH is missed and the eNodeB releases the resource (stops DL DPDCH transmission) there would anyway be a RL failure quickly.

· Qualcomm wonders why there would be a need for a specific timer after the transmission of the SI. Qualcomm considers that in all cases the UE could restart the PRACH procedure.

· Qualcomm wonders why there should be a need for a wait time?

· NSN sees two different reasons: give the UEs time to measure, and reduce the PRACH load.

· Interdigital asks whether there is a need for the Cell Update in the case of a RL failure in E-DCH.

· NSN has not a strong opinion on the timer, but then NSN would prefer that the release is done after the cession resolution. 

· Chair comments that In order to resolve the problem with the contention and the implicit solution the SI should only be sent after the collision resolution

· Ericsson considers that the release could be done faster in the case of the implicit contention resolution.

· Ericsson comments that we may not need to mandate to send the SI after the contention resolution; 

· Qualcomm wonders whether for the collision resolution, if you receive an Ack it is rather likely that the Ack is only for one UE.

· Qualcomm wonders what is the gain between explicit and implicit release.

· Chair comments that if the E-AGCH miss-detetion rate is low there is no need for the NodeB to wait whether the UE really detected the transmission and can re-allocate the resource right after sending the E-AGCH.

· Ericsson states that the E-AGCH miss detection rate should be 10-2.

· Huawei does not see a need so far to specify the implicit release.

· Interdigital sees some use in the implicit release.

· Discuss further on the possible gains and the linkage with contention resolution for the implicit release.
· For the min. inactivity time:
Qualcomm believes that we should have a look at the complete random access procedure.

· Ericsson wonders whether this timer would be the same for all UEs. Ericsson considers the case when we release a number of UEs and the UEs all access the common E-DCH.

· R2-080994 is noted.
R2-081092
Load control on the enhanced Cell_FACH
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
· Qualcomm comments that there is already some load control done. If we want to have this additional wait time would this be controlled in HS-DSCH?

· Qualcomm considers that there is a need to re-examine the persistency time, as well as the granularity for this time that should be set to 2 msec or less than 10 msec.

· LGE considers that the wait time could be different depending on the priority of the different UEs.

· LGE considers that this could be done on the E-AGCH.

· Ericsson wonders whether this would be sent to a number of UEs or only one UE, or for transmissions and retransmissions.

· LGE considers that this should be UE specific.

· Ericsson wonders whether this is for a UE that is using the E-DCH or not.

· LGE considers that this could be sent as an alternative to the E-AGCH that releases the Resource 

· LGE considers that some of the highest grant values could be redefined to indicate Resource Release + Wait time.

· Qualcomm wonders why the current physical random access procedure can not handle this.

· Qualcomm wonders whether this could be sent on another regular HS channel (e.g. using a common H-RNTI)

· Qualcomm wonders whether it would not be an alternative to receive these wait time broadcast on the HS channel on a more regular basis.

· Huawei wonders why Qualcomm wants to use the common H-RNTI. A UE with a adedicated H-RNTI would not listen to the common H-RNTI.

· NSN considered that there was no need to have a very dynamic system.

· NSN considers that access service classes and persistency values per access service classes have never really been used. NSN would like to check whether people consider that acces service classes would be needed.

· Tmobile would like to check whether access service classes are needed.

· Ericsson considers that if we want to replace the RACH with the E-DCH then we should keep whatever we have.

· Ericsson are rather open to have a different persistency values for RACH and E-DCH.

· R2-081092 is noted.
Contention Resolution and CCCH
R2-080992
On Collision Detection and Error Avoidance
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Qualcomm comments that their understanding is that there is no LCH-Id needed for the E-RNTI. QC does not see how the Lch-Id resolves the problem that PDUs from different UEs are received.

· NSN considers that including the LchId allows to avoid mixing up transmissions of UEs that are sending DT/CCH and CCCH issues. It does not help for UEs transmitting both CCCH.

· Huawei wonders whether NSN considers HARQ retransmission in the case of CCCH transmission.

· NSN considers that this should be possible. 

· Huawei wonders how the UE can detect that collision happens for the case that an ACK is received or not

· NSN considers that higher layer procedures could detect whether the message has finally be received or not.

· Huawei wonders whether the reason of not having contention resolution was that the message was only one MAC PDU.

· Agreement: We reserve one Logical channel Id in order to identify CCCH transmissions.

· R2-080992 is noted.
R2-080787
Contention resolution for enhanced uplink in CELL_FACH
Ericsson
Disc

· Agreement:
The UE shall include the E-RNTI in the MAC PDU until the contention resolution response is received.
· R2-080787 is noted.
R2-080995
On CCCH transmission
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens networks
Disc
· Qualcomm asks why the size of the message should be restricted if a larger default grant is allocated.

· Nokia clarifies that this is due to the use of transparent mode RLC.

· The minimum grant is in order to cope for the case that the UE is in a power limited situation; 

· NSN clarifies that the minimum grant would be higher than the minimum TFC.

· For the decision on the segmentation or not:
Need to have some estimation of message size, combined RRC Connection Request.
Segmentation could be avoided by having a larger minimum E-TFC and having retransmissions. But this increases the delay.
If segmentation is allowed there is probably no need for a minimum E-TFC size.

· Ericsson prefers to have segmentation in order to allow a smaller E-TFC. In that case the CRC would be needed.

· Qualcomm considers that segmentation should be used as well.

· Qualcomm wonders why we should restrict the transmission to one HARQ RTT.

· Qualcomm wonders what happens if all HARQ processes retransmit the maximum delay would not help the message size.

· Nokia wonders how the UE could decide on the maximum CCCH message size, i.e. is it based on the minimum E-TFC or can the UE generate a message based on the absolute grant. 

· It is agreed to have MAC segmentation for CCCH messages

· As a baseline it is agreed that the first transmission of segments of a CCCH message should be restricted to the HARQ RTT.

· It is agreed that if MAC segmentation is performed for CCCH, a CRC is added to the MAC SDU to verify proper re-assembly in case of collision
· It is agreed that the E-DCH can be used in idle mode.

· R2-080995 is noted.
Mobility

R2-080859
mobility consideration for UL enhancement in CELL_FACH
Huawei
Disc
· Ericsson wonders if we mandate that the UE only uses E-DCH what would be the delay due to the fact that the UE has to acquire the list of E-DCH information. I.e. in which SIB would the E-DCH configuration be sent.

· Huawei believes that there should be not a big difference in the delay. Else there is no point to allow the CUD procedure on the E-DCH resources.

· Qualcomm considers that the alternative 1 seems to be difficult, there may be a need for a combination of alternative 1 and 3.

· Huawei considers that there is no real need for a different behaviour, we could use the explicit release or the UE could leave without a release indication.

· NSN would prefer the alternative 2. This is due to the fact that there is anyway no possibility for inter frequency measurements. NSN considers that the usage of E-DCH should be short, and therefore it should be rare that the UE would have to perform cell reseletion.

· Qualcomm considers that there is an issue on RoT, and the interference for the neighbouring cell, so the cell reselection process should be as soon as possible. 

· Ericsson considers that the transmission on E-DCH should be short and thus the cell reselection should not be triggered.

· For proposal one Interdigital is not clear whether there has been done a clear analysis that only E-DCH is used.

· It is FFS whether the UE shall use E-DCH for uplink data transmission in CELL_FACH state in case both UE and the cell are E-RACH capable.
· R2-080859 is noted.
R2-080996
On Mobility
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Interdigital wonders whether there could not be a scenario where the data does not arrive immediately, and then the UE could stay longer in the CELL_FACH.

· NSN considers that this would be possible, but that the network has always the possibility to release the connection after a certain time, e.g. 500 msec.

· Qualcomm is concerned about the inter cell interference. 500msec would be enough to create substantial inter cell interference. Qualcomm considers that the UE could check for two conditions, i.e. the pathloss difference, and a certain buffer status could trigger the TVM report immediately.

· Chair considers that in that case it would be better to trigger a TVM report on conventional RACH and have the network move the UE to CELL_DCH immediately. When the TVM is triggered there is a timer to prevent user plane data transmission.

· Nokia considers that the shortest time for cell re-selection is around 200 msec. Nokia does not see an advantage to drop the connection after some msec to do the reselection. Also in the case of CELL_DCH the UE would take some time to send the event 1a. So the CELL_DCH case is not really better.

· Qualcomm considers that the threshold to trigger 1a is much smaller. The cell reselection would probably be triggered only later.

· Interdigital considers that there is still an issue on the cell edge, regardless on what we do with the cell reselection. 

· Interdigital is more concerned about the inter cell interference than on the wastage of interference.

· Chair wonders whether the cell reselection would really help when the UE is at cell edge. The only real solution would be macro diversity

· Qualcomm is mostly concerned about the difference in the pathloss. Qualcomm would like to make sure that when the cell reselection criteria is met the UE stops the transmission as soon as possible. 

· Ericsson wonders whether Qualcomm considers that there is a different criteria in the case of E-DCH compared to the normal cell-reselection rules

· Qualcomm considers that the frequency of the search should be left to UE implementation. But the searcher could be implemented differently.

· Ericsson considers that the time for the transmission should be short, and that the grant should be small. So Ericsson does not see a need for a specific handling so far, but are open for suggestions.

· Chair wonders whether the power headroom together with a limited maximum power is not a sufficient measure to reduce the UE power.

· Nokia considers that the E-DCH allocation time is not significantly greater than the reselection time.

· Nokia considers that todays typical reseletion times are in the order of seconds.

· Interdigital considers that this is done today because there is no E-DCH in CELL_FACH.

· Huawei mentions that for alternative 2 we could have an additional hysteresis.

· Current cell reselection criteria do not apply while a shared EDCH resource has been allocated to a UE.

· Whether other methods are required to control interference to neighbouring cells is FFS.

· R2-080996 is noted.

Switch from common to dedicated resources

R2-080944
Switching from common resources to dedicated E-DCH
Ericsson
Disc
· NEC wonders whether the UE can continue the transmission of data when it has received the reconfiguration message or whether it should suspend the transmission at that time.

· Ericsson considers that this should be the next step. Ericsson considers that the UE should switch as soon as possible, but possibly retransmissions should be completed. The details should be discussed later.

· Chair states that most typically you would not set an activation time in that case.
· It is agreed that the Radio Bearer or Transport channel reconfiguration is used to move a user from Enhanced CELL_FACH to CELL_DCH.
· R2-080994 is noted.
MAC-i/is or MAC-e/es
R2-080988
On MAC Architecture
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

· NSN considers that both solutions are feasible.

· Ericsson is not sure about whether it is better to have MAC-is in one Node only, i.e. for CCCH as well, or it is better to have it in the eNodeB.

· Chair states that we will anyway have the frame protocol to support the MAC-is over Iub.

· Interdigital asks whether we will have one Iub flow for each E-DCH resource

· Chair confirms that this is probably what is going to happen.

· Huawei would prefer to keep the MAC-is in the RNC

· Companies are invited to think about the location for the MAC-IS for CCCH. Come back next meeting.

· NSN considers that the eNodeB is aware when the resource is released, whereas the CRNC is not aware.
· It is agreed that:
- MAC-i and MAC-is is used to support “Enhanced UL for CELL_FACH”.
- MAC-e and MAC-es is not extended to support “Enhanced UL for CELL_FACH”
- One MAC-is entity per UE is located in the serving RNC for the handling of DCCH/DTCH traffic in CELL_FACH state for E-DCH.
· It is FFS where the MAC-IS for CCCH is located.

· R2-080988 is noted.
Use of HS-DPCCH

R2-080999
HS-DPCCH relation to Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state
Nokia Corporation, Nokia siemens Networks
Disc
· Qualcomm believes that the HS-DPCCH is ment to help the downlink and here the HS-DPCCH transmission is triggered in the case that there is a usage of the uplink resources. Qualcomm would rather consider a scheme where the NodeB e.g. on HS-SCCH would request the UE to access E-DCH to provide HS-DPCCH transmission to support the downlink transmission. 

· Qualcomm considers that the systematic transmission has rather limited utility.

· Chair wonders on how the NodeB can know when the UE is transmitting the HS-DPCCH, and what is the impact of misalignment.

· Chair wonders whether there has not been discussion in RAN1 on the coverage restrictions.

· Ericsson comments that this is why ity should be possible not to switch the HS-DPCCH transmission on.

· Huawei wonders whether this transmission is done after the contention resolution. 

· NSN agrees that it would better be done after the contention resolution.

· Huawei asks what is the remaining benefit then?

· NSN cites the [1] of 999

· Motorola asks whether there can be downlink transmission before the contention resolution.

· Motorolas understanding was that the two features should be able to be configured together. HS-DPCCH would limit the coverage.

· Chair states that there is a difference between the coverage in CELL_FACH and CELL_DCH since in CELL_DCH there is macrodiversity.

· NSN states that the HS-DPCCH power could be reduced in the case of CELL_FACH compared to macro diversity.

· Ericsson considers that if there was a method to dynamically switch the CQI and H-ARQ feedback on and of the drawback with the power control would probably go away.

· Philips highlights that the Ack/Nack feedback would only be transmitted if downlink transmission is scheduled on HS-SCCH.

· It is agreed that the network is able to configure in system information if the UE sends HS-DPCCH after contention resolution in the CELL_FACH state when it has E-DCH resources allocated.
· If the UE is transmitting CCCH HS-DPCCH is not transmitted.

· R2-080999 is noted.

R2-080848
Analysis CQI and HARQ feedback for Enhanced CELL_FACH state
Huawei
Disc

· Chair asks whether this is an alternative to the transmission of the HS-DPCCH.

· NSN considers that the most important feature of the HS-DPCCH is to use the ACK/NACK transmissions.

· Ericsson comments that the mapping between Ec/N0 is not specified but a UE implementation, and thus the TPC is not sufficient, but only a conservative estimation could be done.

· Qualcomm still believes that there is some benefit in having CQI, since in any case for the non-macro diversity case we have it. 

· Huawei clarifies that the proposal 2 should not be the CQI of Release 5.

· R2-080848 is noted and there does not seem to be a clear need for this.
Draft CRs

R2-081002
Draft CR for Introduction of Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.319
REL-8
R2-081012
Draft CR for Introduction of Uplink Enhanced CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.301
REL-8

· Bothe CRs were not treated and provided for information only.

· Email discussion scheduled between RAN2 #61 and RAN2 #61bis (see Annex H UMTS_B01):
Start the email discussion on stage 2: 25.319 CR and 25.301 CRs.
Submission of draft CRs on  25th of February, deadline for concluding about the CRs is 18th of March 2008.

Misc

R2-080894
CELL_FACH E-DCH scheduling simplifications
Infineon Technologies
Disc
· Qualcomm wonders whether this is needed to specify that we have only one E-RNTI.

· Infineon wants to explicitely rule out two E-RNTIs. Infineon does not see the need for this.

· Ericsson is in general in line with these proposals. Ericsson considers that for the interference issues we may not want to rule out the use of two E-RNTIs.

· Qualcomm highlights that it is correct that it is more complicated to have a primary and secondary E-RNTI.

· Qualcomm agrees that non-scheduled transmissions in CELL_FACH E-DCH should not be used.

· Qualcomm considers that from a UE implementation aspect it may be easier to reuse the complete E-DCH spec, and believes that the savings in the UE are not very clear.

· Qualcomm agrees on the proposal 6.

· Interdigital sees no real gain if we have a different behaviour between CELL_FACH and CELL_DCH, and don’t see the benefit in the UE since the UE anyway supports the feature.

· Ericsson considers that there is a high error probability for the E-RGCH. There is also a hysteresis on this channel, so there may not be a big need for this and there would be a need to look at error cases;

· Qualcomm wonders whether the current understanding is that the maximum data rate in the UL should be 64kbps. Qualcomm considers that a UE close to the NodeB could use higher data rates.

· Infineon got th impression that multicode or spreading factor 4 in E-DCH in CELL_FACH state was not really envisaged.

· Qualcomm states that there has not been any discussion on that yet.

· It is agreed not to apply non-scheduled transmissions in CELL_FACH E-DCH.
· It is FFS whether we want to restrict other features that are available in CELL_DCH for the use in CELL_FACH.
· R2-080894 is noted.
R2-080998
Non-scheduled transmission and SRB handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· R2-080998 is noted (Already covered in R2-080894 discussion.)
R2-081009
Collision/Blocking Probability Analysis of AICH/E-AICH E-DCH Resource Allocation scheme
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· NSN wonders whether Qualcomm considers that both 2 and 10 msec TTI is allowed.

· Qualcomm considers that this should be allowed, and they are looking into how it could be chosen between 2 and 10.

· NSN was rather considering that this should be rather either 10 or 2msec s
· R2-081009 is noted.
R2-081024
RRC signalling for Enhanced CELL_FACH
Philips
Disc
· Interdigital is wondering why the E-RNTI is broadcast.

· Chairs understanding that there could be this common E-RNTI could be used during the use of the common resource.

· Nokia considers that the dedicated E-RNTI should be used.

· Ericsson wonders whether Philips has done some analysis that justifies the need for a new scrambling code for the signatures. 

· Philips agrees that there is not really a need for new scrambling codes

· NSN considers that the initial grant should be included as well.

· NEC considers that the maximum number of E-AICH signatures should be broadcast as well.

· Qualcomm wonders whether the number of E-AICH signatures can not be inferred from the number of E-AICH resources. And only the use of E-AICH should be signalled.

· Qualcomm considers that the E-DCH start time and the number of power control preambles and other RAN1 parameters are needed.

· R2-081024 is noted.
6.4.4
Enhanced UE DRX

R2-081048
CELL_FACH DRX scheme
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· NEC wonders whether there is not a measurement report triggered anyway in the case that data is received in the downlink

· Nokia clarifies that this measurement report is only used for the case of CELL_PCH

· Interdigital asks whether we need a timer even for the case when the NodeB releases the resources or only when the UE sends the SI indicating the E-DCH Release.

· Nokia does not care about the mechanism. The timer is started when the inner loop power control is not running any more.

· Interdigital wonders what type of configuration is needed.

· Nokia clarifies that it is a cycle length and a gap.

· NEC asks what range of DRX cycle length is considered with respect to the mobility.

· Nokia considers that this depends on the gap length as well.

· Chair asks whether there is no possibility for DL transmission outside of the activity periods if there is no uplink transmission

· Nokia confirms

· Chair asks how the activity periods would be spread.

· Nokia considers that we could have a common configuration.

· Interdigital wonders whether there is a requirement for when the measurements should be done.

· Nokia considers that this is an implementation issue to decide when it is best to have these measurements.

· Chair asks whether there should be inter frequency / inter rat measurements during the time the timer is running.

· Nokia considers that there should be no inter frequency / inter rat measurements during this time 

· Qualcomm wonders what happens if data is received whilst the timer expires.

· Nokia clarifies that it is up to the RNC to schedule such that the data can be transmitted.

· Question of the chair whether the RNC would be aware of the timer and the cycle

· Nokia clarifies that the RNC should be aware of the timer

· Chair wonders whether how the RNC knows whether the UE is using E-DCH or RACH

· Nokia clarifies that they only consider E-DCH with this proposal.

· Interdigital wonders whether this timer is independent of any other potential timer for the resource release.

· Nokia confirms

· Qualcomm wonders of whether there is no need to be able to extend the on-duration when there is some more data to be transmitted and would like to think more about that.

· Nokia wonders whether the concern is that we need to explicitly extend the activity.

· That’s Qualcomms concern.

· Nokia considers that setting the timer in line with the most popular services should allow to avoid the situation where data is still there to be transmitted. But if the timer is set to too long values the benefits are lost, and moving the UE to CELL_PCH state would be as efficient.

· The chair clarifies that anyway to enter CELL_FACH state there should be some dedicated signalling.

· Nokia clarifies that there is also an autonomous state transition.

· Chair wonders whether the UE would not remember this information at transition to CELL_FACH

· Qualcomm wonders whether there is an E-RNTI available during the DRX period.

· Nokia clarifies that this is in order to exclude UEs that can only use CCCH

Agreements:

· 1) When UE has E-DCH resources allocated, it is not in DRX and can continuously receive on downlink.

· 5) The DRX activity is specified in terms of cycle length and gap.

· 6) The DRX cycle is synchronised to the SFN.

· It is FFS whether there is a need to spread the different users.
· After the E-DCH resources are released, the UE initiates a timer. This timer is not interrupted if the UE receives data during this period (see 2)). When the timer is running the UE is not in DRX.
· It is FFS whether there is a need for another mechanism to extend the on-duration

· 4) If the timer expires, the UE will start to DRX according to the configured pattern.

· UEs that can only use CCCH are not allowed to use the UE-DRX

· Question to RAN4:
Cell FACH measurement occasions are not used whenever DRX is configured, and the UE is instead expected to use the inactive time created by the DRX cycle autonomously to make inter frequency and inter RAT measurements.

( To be included in a LS RAN4 together with the uplink E-DCH discussion 

· We should explain RAN4 that we discussed that with UE DRX there would not be any FACH measurement occasions available any more to perform inter frequency and inter-rat measurements during the active time and the UE should do the measurements during the DRX periods.
Ask RAN4 whether this is possible, and which maximum duration of the activity period would be possible.

· Nokia will draft LS R2-081349 to RAN4 and LS will be agreed by email by 29.02.08 (see email discussion UMTS_A02 in annex H).

· R2-081048 is noted.
6.4.5
Enhanced CELL_FACH state in 1.28 Mcps TDD

R2-080743
Some suggestions in Enhancement CELL_FACH state for 1 28Mcps TDD
TD Tech Ltd.
Disc

· ZTE asks wrt suggestion 5 why the UE can not decide the work frequency when the common H-RNTI is used.

· TDTech answers that in the case of the RRC Connection setup or the Cell Update if the UE decides on the frequency then the UE would not be able to receive the information.

· ZTE believes that if the work frequency is decided by the UE the NodeB and the RNC can get the frequency. The frequency could be included in the frame protocol, and thus the RNC can take this into account for the downlink transmission. So ZTE proposes that the UE selects the work frequency in any case.

· TD Tech asks whether the proposal is that the same method as in proposal 6 is used? 

· ZTE considers that the Nodeb would transmit the frequency on which the UE has been received via the FP.

· CATT wonders what in suggestion 1 “All uplink data transmission” implies. Does it mean that it is mandatory in Release 8?

· TDTech considers that PRACH could be used as well for initial access, but in the case that the dedicated E-RNTI is allocated the E-DCH should be used.

· CATT believes that in Rel-8 E-DCH capable UEs should support E-DCH in CELL_FACH state 

· TD TECH considers that if the UE fails access in E-DCH the UE should be allowed to use PRACH as well.
· In the case that the dedicated E-RNTI is allocated the E-DCH should be used

· E-DCH transmission in CELL_FACH state can be supported on primary frequency and secondary frequencies.

· For one UE, the E-DCH transmission and HS-DSCH transmission is only in one same frequency

· The each control channel and its corresponding traffic channel are in the same frequency.

· How the frequency is decided (by the  UE or network) is FFS

· TR is in 25.824 (RAN1 TR 25.824 Scope of HSPA Evolution for 1.28Mcps TDD (Release 8) (2007-11) v0.1.0). The conclusions should be added to the TR in the next update.
· TD-Tech considered that there is no need to add the conclusions to the TR 25.824.

· R2-080743 is noted.
R2-080744
Analysis of introducing RDI to eFACH state to reduce downlink signalling overhead
TD Tech Ltd.
Disc

· CATT believes that there is some impact on the HS-SCCH format. CATT believes that there is a need to have e.g. the redundancy information in each TTI.

· TDTech clarifies that the redundancy information could be a fixed pattern for the retransmissions.

· CATT wonders whether this means that we have a specific HS-SCCH format for this case.

· CATT believes that the usage does not justify the additional complexity.

· TD TECH believes that this technique is usefull e.g. for POC or the RRC Connection Setup.

· ZTE supports this proposal since TDD is a code limited system. So since this proposal reduces the usage of HS-SCCH it is quite beneficial.

· TDTech should bring some more detailed analysis on how the new HS-SCCH format would be distinguished for the next meeting. It would be necessary to discuss this issue in RAN1 as well.
· R2-080744 is noted. Further offline discussion needed.
6.4.6 HS-PDSCH Serving Cell change enhancements

RAN1 study item, target date: June 2008

R2-080785
HS-PDSCH Serving Cell change enhancements
Ericsson
Disc

· Qualcomm asks that assuming 130/140 voice users in a cell Qualcomm does not consider that the usage of H-RNTIs is not a severe issue.

· Qualcomm asks whether solution B means that there is a need to decode the target cell

· Qualcomm considers that in solution C the UE has to decode the source and the target cell.

· R2-080785 is noted.
R2-081015
Proposals for Enhancing HS-DSCH Serving Cell Change
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

· Interdigital is asking what happens in the second option if the CQI is not detected

· Qualcomm considers that we may have to introduce a new requirement for this channel.

· Motorola asks whether the requirement of the active set size could be reduced in order to compensate for the additional channel that would need to be monitored

· Qualcomm considers that only the target cell would be monitored.

· Motorola highlights that due to E-DCH the maximum active set size has been reduced from 6 to 4, so since the average active set size in QC document is considered as 1.7this should be possible.

· R2-081015 is noted.
R2-081018
Code Impact of Proposal for Enhancing HS-DSCH Serving Cell Change Based on New Channel Similar to E-RGCH
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· R2-081018 is noted.
6.4.7
WIs / SIs under the reasonability of other working groups

R2-080997
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.331
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.331
REL-8
· Final CR to 25.331 REL-8 is provided in R2-081299 as CR3272 which is agreed.
R2-081039
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.307
R99

R2-081040
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.307
REL-4

R2-081041
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.307
REL-5

R2-081042
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.307
REL-6

R2-081043
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.307
REL-7

R2-081044
Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
-
25.307
REL-8
· ALU wonders whether these CRs for Rel-4 to 7 should be shadow CRs

· Ericsson highlights that 25.331 is missing as affected specs on 25.307 CRs and vice versa

· ALU highlights that in Rel-8 the sections are void. It is assumed that this is because it is not a release independent feature.

· NTT DoCoMo clarifies that the category should be B. The sections in release 8 should be void, because the sections can not be voided.

· Indicate 25.331 as affected specs on 25.307 CRs and vice versa

· The revised CRs are agreed in:
R2-081300: 25.307 R99 CR0067
R2-081301: 25.307 REL-4 CR0068
R2-081302; 25.307 REL-5 CR0069
R2-081303: 25.307 REL-6 CR0070
R2-081304: 25.307 REL-7 CR0071
R2-081305: 25.307 REL-8 CR0072.
R2-081132
Introduction of PPAC
NTT DoCoMo
CR
-
25.331
REL-8
Revised in R2-081193
R2-081193
Introduction of PPAC
NTT DoCoMo
CR
-
25.331
REL-8

· Ericsson highlights that the paging permission and access restriction is repeated for all PLMNs in the case of a shared network. Ericsson wonders whether this implies that the estimation that has been given to CT1 is then changed.

· NTT DoCoMo confirms that this is the case. In terms of maximum size this would not go above the maximum size available. However the performance would be impacted then.

· NSN wonders why there is a need for differentiation between PS and CS. It seems that all combinations between CS and PS location management and paging response can be handled independently.

· DCM agrees that it is probably not very likely to have a different control for CS and PS, but it is done in order to be consistent with domain specific access control.

· Tmobile agrees to have a different control between CS and PS since there are two different CNs.

· NSN highlights that it is only sensible to allow paging if mobility management is allowed as well.

· DCM clarifies that C1-080318 clarifies this issue, i.e. disabling the mobility management allows to maintain the paging response for non-mobile users.

· Chair asks for the combined mobility procedure, what happens in the UE if one CN is barred? Should the UE NAS take it into account?

· DCM clarifies that the UE should take it into account and e.g. do the CS LA update instead of the combined procedure.

· DCM clarifies that 24.008 would be affected in the end, but this is under progress.

· Tmobile highlights that there should be some Iu specs affected.

· DCM clarifies that this is probably handled by the overload indicator, and DCM so far assumes that this is handled in an implementation specific way.

· Nokia wonders whether there could be a possibility to compress the information together with the DSAC in order to gain some space.

· DCM clarifies that the intention is to have an independent feature. Because the DSAC is still needed in order to bar originating calls.

· Ericsson highlights that the "Paging Permission  with Access Control Parameters For All" should be set to “MP” as well as the "Paging Permission  with Access Control Parameters".
· Ericsson agrees that it would be nice to try to compress this information.

· Tmobile would like to check with RAN3 on how this is going to be done.

· DCM would like to have this feature implemented to be able to be implemented as a “early feature”, i.e. to close the ASN.1 as soon as the feature is implemented.

· CR should be provided in R2-081323 as CR 3276.
· The CR in R2-081323 is agreed.
6.4.8
TEI8

R2-080791
Correction of the EUL relative grant from non-serving cell
Ericsson
CR0381
25.321, REL-8

· The CR R2-080791 is agreed.
R2-080797
Header optimizations for low rate services
Ericsson
Disc
· NSN asks what would be the impact in the case that a low data rate service is configured together with a high data rate service. Is then the header for low rate configured for both?

· Ericsson considers that only a low data rate service would be configured together.

· NSN wonders whether the SRBs would be considered as a low rate service then?

· Ericsson considers that SRBs can be considered as low rate services.

· Qualcomm asks whether Ericsson has made some estimation on the gains in the terms of coverage?

· Ericsson clarifies that there is only a gain for the case that the transport block sizes are reduced as well. If the minimum transport block size is not reduced there is no gain.

· The chair is wondering what the low data rate service would be.

· Ericsson considers VoIP and signalling.

· Chair considers that at least for VoIP we have enough data to fill up the 10msec TTI packets.

· Ericsson considers that there is a gain for the 2 msec TTI.

· Chair considers that the coverage could be increased by reconfiguring to the 10 msce TTI.

· Ericsson considers that it is not nice to have to reconfigure frequently between the 10 msec TTI and the 2 msec TTI.

· Nokia asks which estimation of the gain can be expected. Also is this considered to be equally applicable to the downlink.

· Ericsson only considers the uplink. There is no estimation on the gain available yet.

· R2-080797 is noted.
R2-080945
Transport block size tables for E-DCH
Ericsson
Disc
· Qualcomm considers that they do not see much gain to go below 120bit, since the overhead, as well as the segmentation and the increasing BLER may be a problem.

· Ericsson considers that we should not  assume a equally distributed BLER, and also consider the header reductions.

· QC would like to see some more simulations to really assess the gains.

· Qualcomm asks what would be the reason to have octet alignment in the uplink, since Ericsson does not seem to be too keen on that.

· Ericsson considers that the octet alignment without a reduction in the minimum TFC size is not a very strong motivation for a new table.

· R2-080945 is noted. No conclusion was achieved.
R2-080946
Draft CR to introduce new TB size tables for E-DCH
Ericsson
CR
-
25.321
REL-8

· R2-080946 was not treated as no conclusion about R2-080945 was achieved.
R2-081017
Reducing smallest E-TFCI value
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· Ericsson asks about the link analysis and the new target BLER, and whether the BLER is spread uniformly amogst the segments. Ericsson considers that normally the errors should be correlated.

· Ericsson asks whether QC expects that result would be different in the case of a correlated error distribution

· QC considers that normally due to the closed loop power control the transmission should not be too sensible to fadings, but probably some correlation of the errors are possible

· Ericsson remarks that the considered case of only one transmitter and receiver would probably not be the typical case, but that a system with several UE should be considered. 

· Ericsson considers that in a large cell there should always be several users in a power limited situation.

· Interdigital asks whether the header optimizations would change the conclusions .

· QC considers that this could shift a little bit lower, but not too much.

· R2-081017 is noted.
R2-081060
Inter-frequency reselection hysteresis
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
-
25.304
REL-8

· Nokia indicates that there has been some offline comments saying that the HSDPA indicator only indicates for the user whether this cell provides service.

· Another comment was that the Ec/No threshold for the cell reselection could be set so low that it is never met, and thus the RSCP would be the only threshold that would be used.

· Qualcomm considers that the value of Ec/No may be a good metric depending on the scheduler. Qualcomm considers that a good Ec/No is required in order to ensure that e.g. pagings should not be missed.

· Ericsson comments that the S criteria is still there.

· Nokia considers that the configuration as discussed above should be sufficient to provide the Inter-frequency reselection hysteresis.
· Tmobile considers that alternative solutions should still be studied further.

· Qualcomm is not convinced that the outlined configuration can resolve all the problems.

· CR R2-081060 is not agreed.
6.5
Outgoing LSs related to UTRA/UTRAN
R2-081311
Reply LS to R2-080667 = R1-080523 on code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15 (to: RAN1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN2
· LS R2-081311 is agreed. (draft LS was in R2-081232)
R2-081319
Response LS to R2-081178 = R5-080525 on HSPA RB and SRB configurations in 34.108 (to: RAN5; cc: RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
RAN2
· LS R2-081319 is agreed. (draft LS was in R2-081233)
R2-081320
Reply LS to R2-081179 = R5-080526 on new MCCH radio bearer configuration in 34.108 (to: RAN5; cc: RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
RAN2

· LS R2-081320 is agreed. (draft LS was in R2-081234)
R2-081343
Reply LS to R2-081201 = C1-080667 on Paging Permission with Access Control (PPAC) (to: CT1, RAN3; cc: GERAN; contact: NTT)
RAN2
· LS R2-081343 is agreed. (draft LS was in R2-081324)
R2-081349
Draft LS on Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH and UE DRX (to: RAN4; cc: -; contact: Nokia), Nokia
· This LS will be drafted by Nokia after RAN2 #61 based on the following results of the discussion:
· From the Enhanced UE DRX discussion in AI 6.4.4:
· We should explain RAN4 that we discussed that with UE DRX there would not be any FACH measurement occasions available any more to perform inter frequency and inter-rat measurements during the active time and the UE should do the measurements during the DRX periods.
Ask RAN4 whether this is possible, and which maximum duration of the activity period would be possible.

· From the enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH state in FDD discussion under AI 6.4.3:

· Current cell reselection criteria do not apply while a shared EDCH resource has been allocated to a UE.

· There will be an email agreement for this draft LS R2-081349 (see annex H email discussion UMTS_AH02): deadline 29.02.2008.

R2-081392
LS on Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH and UE DRX (to: RAN4; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
RAN2
· LS R2-081392 was agreed by email. (draft LS was in R2-081349)
7
Rel-8 home NB/eNB handling
7.1
UMTS

In principle RAN2 finalised its work relevant for the ongoing Rel-8 SI (RAN4 main responsible) and did sent its output to RAN4. However the work in RAN4 is not completed and the SI is kept open for one more RAN cycle. So in principle it is still possible to also contribute to this in RAN2. Note that this SI focusses on how to realise a home NB solution without any impact to the UE.
No inputs were provided to this agenda item.

7.2
LTE

Any more details on CSG handling ? E.g. how does the UE know whether he is supposed to look for home-eNB’s himself or whether the network will direct him to it by cell reselection settings and handover ? Need for Limited Open Access (if required, what are the implications for measurement- and access control) ? Note that detailed issues can be handled in the LTE CP session.

R2-080884:
CSG cell handover
Panasonic
Disc

· So Panasonic is considering 3 approaches

1) Long gap before handover in source cell

2) Short gap and increase SIB1 transmission frequency

3) SIB1 after handover

· QC wonders how the network can detect this situation (i.e. multiple cells with same L1) ? Panasonic assumes the macro eNB would know the situation e.g. by OAM or MME. Samsung assumed that the consensus so far was that the maro-eNB would not be aware of this type of situation. Panasonic assumes the macro-eNB needs to know at least for connected mode UE’s. 

· NTT DCM clarifies that in the past we agreed that for idle mode the UE would perform autonomous search, and in active mode the UE would request gaps for measurements. How is this proposal related to this ? Operators would prefer not to have to manage the CSG cell configuration.

· If the CSG cells are deployed in separate layer, the macro eNB could always apply this procedure (whatever we decide). However in the mixed case this seems more controversial

· QC agrees the problem exists.

· Motorola is wondering whether the UE would be able to measure CSG cells quickly enough. Motorola wonders if there is  real problem with the first solution ? Panasonic assumes it is a question of how much handover delay we can tolerate.  If a quite long handover delay to CSG cells would be acceptable, then solution 1 could be ok.

· Nokia is wondering what happens in alternative 4, if the SIB indicates the UE is not allowed access. Panasonic thinks this will depend on what we decide for handover failure. NSN wonder if the only difference between 1 & 2 seems to be the length of the gap ? Panasonic agrees.

· Nokia is assuming that we could have 1000’s of CSG cells. So quite often incorrect handovers might be the result. Tmob has no direct figures on how many CSG cells there would be.

· Tmob thinks handover to CSG cells are not time-critical. Vdf wonders if we should allow high speed UE’s to handover to CSG cells at all ? Maybe we should exclude these UE’s.

· NTT DCM thinks that alternative 1 is quite similar to the SON approach and they are fine with that. 

· Samsung assumes that it might even be possible to use the “normal” measurement gap pattern (6ms gaps, periodicity 20ms). Did Panasonic analyse this ? 

· QC is worried about a gap approach, because this might have to be used also in the intra-freq case.

· Ericsson assumes that alternative 2 is also already excluded because the macro eNB should not have to do anything special for CSG cells. Ericsson is mainly thinking about alternative 1 type of approach.

· Nokia thinks using 6ms gaps might be quite difficult. Further simulations could be done. Also depends on how SIB1 would be scheduled.

· Motorola agrees that alternative 1 type of approach seems most promising, but 6ms gap usage seems quite problematic.

· There does not seem to be much support for alternative type 3 kind of proposals. Neither for alternative 2 (since it would still require special handling by macro-eNB). So we should focus on solutions along alternative 1.

R2-081114:
Identification and Measurement of CSG Cells
Motorola
Disc

· NSN wonders whether the whitelist would really contain L1-identities ? Motorola clarifies that the UE would previously have stored the relation of L1-identity and full CSG identity (e.g. at first access to the CSG cell). Motorola clarified that they do not intend a change to the whitelist as so far agreed.

· Huawei thinks CSG cells can be moved and L1 identities are not stable.

· NTT DCM thinks home-eNB’s can be switched on/off and with SON the L1 identity might not remain the same. NTT DCM thinks instead of proposal 2, the UE could just report the L1 identity without the comparison to the whitelist ?

· Motorola assumes that this cannot work in general when the UE cannot rely on  relation between the L1-identity and the global cell id. When the UE is “close to home”, it does not seem to be acceptable to measure/report every cell with any L1-id.

· Nokia agrees that if the UE cannot rely on a relation, then the UE as to report any cell. If the UE could rely on the relation in normal cases, then it might still be sufficient. Nokia assumes that e.g. some user interaction might be required if the L1 identity relation changes.

· QC wonders how the user would know that the L1-identity has changed. QC thinks that the L1 identity might even change just because somebody moves in next door. 

· Motorola thinks that for IDLE mode cell selection should be able to work even if the L1-identity is changed. However for the connected mode mobility, it seems a real problem. So maybe if the L1-id is change, until camping in IDLE mode is achieved the UE and home-eNB might be misaligned.

· NTT DCM wonders whether a better solution would not be if the UE would read the SIB1 before the first report ? Motorola assumes this would require many many long gaps for many potential home-eNB’s.

· Huawei thinks that manual selection could be used in idle mode.

· Nokia thinks that we could maybe make this very simple that mobility to CSG cells is only possible when DRX is so long that the UE can read the SIB1.

· Motorola thinks it would be good to understand requirements: e.g. not time critical ? Also used for coverage extension (e.g. in door) ? How often can the L1 identity change ? Mobility support performance requirements for IDLE and CONNECTED. 

· Tmob thinks it would be likely to have L1-id’s reserved for home-eNB.

=>  Will have email discussion on “mobility performance requirements” for mobility in IDLE and 
      CONNECTED to CSG cells up to next meeting [NTT DCM]. E.g.:

· time criticality of handover (always not time critical or also used for coverage extension) ?

· how frequent could the L1 identity change ? If the L1 id would change, would it be acceptable to temporarily not support handovers, require user intervention,…..


NTT DCM thinks that some requirements might depend on solutions. So NTT DCM would prefer to discus both in combination. 


Other questions that are raised:

· can home-eNB select their operating frequency, or is it fixed/stable/configured ?

· what size of whitlist are we assuming ?

R2-080960:
CSG Search
Samsung
Disc

· Ericsson wonders why 3 options need to be indicated ? Ericsson assumes that when the UE has camped on a cell it knows what type of cell that it. So then for this carrier, the UE only needs to know whether it is homogenuous or mixed. The Samsung proposal also considers an inter-freq layer.

· QC thinks this information for a layer could also depend on moving UE’s. A layer could change from Macro to mixed if a CSG cell enters. Then how would the macro cell find this out ?

=>  Noted (companies can think more).

Ericsson would like operator input on the size of the whitelist.

8
Left-overs (to be handled on Friday)
8.1
UMTS

No inputs were provided to this agenda item, i.e. no left-overs.

8.2 
LTE Control Plane session

R2-081332:
Report from Control Plane session
· On R2-080813, ALU indicates that the minutes say that there is no restrictions apart from 2 cases. Is it only the network or also the UE that is free to send anything (e.g. including the measurement report) ? 

· It is the common understanding that this is both.

=> Approved

R2-080963:
(NEC) RRC contention resolution

· Richard clarified that one of the issues is whether MAC mlultiplexing is allowed in Msg4.

For a fixed position it would be required to:

1) Both RRC CONN SETUP and CONN RE_EST do not use PDCP

2) No MAC multiplexing allowed

3) Identity/MsgType is in fixed position in ASN.1

· NEC clarified that in the ASN.1 draft, condition 3 is met.

· Nokia does not see a big need for this fixed location. Nokia thinks they can process the message quickly enough and still generate the ACK on time.

· QC thinks that the requirement on 1) is not strong: e.g. if the UE would assume it checks the identity in a response with PDCP, there is only a very low probability that he would actually find his identity in a response without PDCP header. QC would prefer that the Re-establishment uses PDCP header/MAC-I.

· QC thinks that an alternative would be to move contention resolution to MAC also for these cases. Panasonic would support this. NEC would be ok with this, but would prefer to keep it in RRC. Motorola would prefer to move it to MAC. Infineon would prefer MAC.

· If the decision is only taken in the next meeting, NEC will most likely prefer not to change.

· ALU wonders if contention resolution is done on MAC, should also the identity in Msg3 move to MAC ? Have no space for an additional MAC header

=>  Will come back after the break on what is the best way forward.

	Proposed way forward:

It seems that quite many companies would like to agree to the following changes:

1) Move UE-Identity in Msg4 to MAC: will be transported with a MAC CE.

2) FFS whether the “identity type” is included in the same MAC CE

3) The UE identity and UE identity type shall be removed from the RRC msg

4) MAC will inform RRC whether contention fails or succeeds

5) No impact on Msg3 encoding

Panasonic will (together with especially MAC and RRC rapporteurs) lead an effort in the coming two weeks to come with company CR’s to RAN that will reflect these decision in the final version of the MAC and RRC CRs (which will be available by Friday next week). These CR’s can then be brought to RAN and would replace the rapporteur CR’s if agreed.


R2-081331:
(Motorola) Security activation TP

=>  Agreed

R2-080987:
(Nokia, NSN) RNTI values  - decision impacting MAC spec

· In the control plane session, there were some comments received (e.g. T-CRNTI), remove the gap, range reserved for future is open. If included in MAC, most of the references can be removed.

· The RA-RNTI value range should be left open.

· MCCH/MTCH RNTI’s should not be included in the table.

· Ericsson wonders whether it would not be more appropriate to define these values in L1.

· Samsung wonders why we need to specify ranges at all ? Our specifications are UE specifications. So we only need to define the reserved values. So only the range for RA-RNTI’s, P-RNTI, SC-RNTI and SI-RNTI needs to be indicated. 

· Nokia thinks we anyway need to reserve a range (otherwise an old network could allocate a RNTI with a specific meaning, and a new release UE would have some assumption on the meaning). 10 values.

=>   Agreed that this type of table will be indicated in MAC. Nokia will provide a proposed CR taking all comments into account by Monday. Comments during Tuesday. If approved by Wednesday, the MAC rapporteurs can include this in this in the final MAC CR which is to be provided on Friday.
R2-080812:
(ALU) S-TMSI/random number in RRC Connection Request
· The issue to be revisited is:

2     UE registered in PLMN but not in TA of current cell

·    Random number + GUMMEI in Connection Setup Complete + S-TMSI in NAS message

·    S-TMSI + GUMEGI in Connection Setup Complete + potential to omit S-TMSI in NAS message

=>  Agree S-TMSI

· Issue later identified is that with this solution, a UE with a valid S-TMSI in the TA could have problems with contention resolution if there is a UE with the same S-TMSI with the same value. It seems more important to ensure that a UE with a valid S-TMSI does not have a problem with contention resolution.

· Proposal is now to go for the alternative solution:

·    Random number in CONNECT REQ  + GUMMEI in Connection Setup Complete + S-TMSI in NAS message

-
Samsung understood that it was no so clear yet whether we need to handle the inter-PLMN case.

=>  Agree that in cases 2 and 3 identified in R2-080812:


CONNECTION REQ:

    
random number


CONNECTION SETUP COMPL: 
GUMMEI (MNC/MCC is FFS)+ NASmsg (incl. UE-Id)

Paging subframe mapping: From Control Plane minutes R2-081332:

1/ Design paging subframes without consideration to MBMS (later MBMS design will have to - avoid paging subframe)

Freedom to choose subframes e.g. use 9/4 or 9/4/8/3 - possibly different table for FDD/TDD

[6]

2/ Design paging subframes to avoid MBSFN and TDD subframes:

- Use 0/5 (possible exception for low b/w)

- Allocated the paging subframes around the TDD UL and MBSFN subframes

[6]

· Nokia thinks for FDD the patterns will be simple, but for TDD we would have to define many patterns in solution 1.

· In solution 2, if the MBSFN subframe allocation is changed, all UE’s need to be informed that the paging occasions change.

· We don’t know how the MBSFN subframe allocation works.

· Motorola thinks the second option is only acceptable if only subframes 0 and 5 are used for paging. If that is not sufficient, we have to go for option 1. In the control plane session it was agreed to allow at least up to 4 subframe allocated to paging.

· Panasonic originally proposed 2, but is now fine with 1. LG (no preference before) also prefers option 1. RIM prefers option 1.

	Agreement:

1) Proposal 1 is accepted: will have tables in the spec, indicating for the cases of 1,2 and 4 subframes used, which subframes are used for paging.

FFS whether also the case of 3 subframes in a radio frame is to be supported.

Separate tables for TDD and FDD will need to be developed (contributions invited for next meeting)


8.3
LTE User plane session

R2-081220:
Report from User Plane session
=> Approved
R2-081217:
BSR computation

· NSN thinks alternative c) looks quite attractive. However maybe the additional clarification can be placed as note to clarify what “available” means.(yellow highlight text in a note).

· Ericsson would prefer to clarify “available” in the RLC and PDCP respectively. However Ericsson can also live with any of the other proposals.

=>  Agreement is to go for option b). Ericsson will bring corresponding CR for MAC, RLC and PDCP for the next meeting.

R2-081216:
Logical Channel Prioritisation Requirements for 36.321

=>  Will have email discussion up to next RAN2 meeting
R2-081218:
RLC-UM re-ordering text

=> Updated in R2-081356

R2-081356:
Text proposal for RLC UM Window Operation
· NTT DCM is fine in general, however NTT would prefer to align the styles to the RLC-AM CR.

· Rapporteur can do this during the integration in the RLC spec.

=>  Text proposal is agreed. When inserting, rapporteur can align style.
9
Liaison and output to other groups
To: SA2; CC: RAN3, CT4

R2-081352:
Way forward for "Subscriber type"
· Agreed on the proposed way forward and the Stage-2 update.

· Stage-2 text proposal should be provided separately in R2-081354

· LS is approved is in R2-081355, but should attach R2-081354

To: SA3

R2-080977:
Elements for the reply to R2-080663 SA3 LS on algorithm input and output
Alcatel-Lucent
· NSN would like to have as a response to the first question that we don’t see a benefit either way. 

· LG thinks it could be clearer indicated that we think that the PDCP control PDU does not need to be ciphered.

=>  Will see an response LS based on the proposed responses in R2-081209

R2-081209:
[Draft] Reply LS to ”LS on algorithm input and output”
· Replace “some additional complexity” by “additional complexity”

· On first question, we should reply that RAN2 has no preference either way.

=> Agreed with these 2 changes in R2-081359
To: CT1; Cc: SA1, SA2
R2-081206:
Access class Barrring

· People should not use “RAN2” as source in a draft LS.

=> Agreed as is in R2-081357
To: RAN1

R2-081207:
Response LS to LS on radio problem detection as part of radio link failure handling, RAN1 (R1-080604; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)

=> Agreed as is in R2-081358
To: SA2, CT1; Cc: RAN3, SA3
R2-081208:
Response LS to LS on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures, SA2 (S2-080991; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1; cc: SA3; contact: Vodafone)

=> Updated in R2-081360
R2-081360:
Response LS to LS on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures, SA2 (S2-080991; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1; cc: SA3; contact: Vodafone)

· CT1 should be removed from “CC”

=>  Agreed with one modification in R2-081365

To: CT1; Cc: RAN3
R2-081210:
Response LS to LS reply to R2-075457 and R2-080622 on Retransmission of UL and DL NAS messages during inter-eNB handovers, CT1 (CT1-080399; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Samsung)

· Infineon indicates that one of the concerns of CT1 was related to multiple message outstanding. If we fail a certain msg, we would have to indicate what msg fails. Chairman remarks that maybe anyway this needs to be solved for the inter-RAT case if we have a new NAS protocol for LTE.

· Can remove the first bullet.

· Remove last sentence before “Actions” to give a clearer msg.

=>  Agreed with these changes in R2-081361
To: GERAN; Cc: RAN, RAN1, RAN4
R2-081211:
Clarification of intention with E-UTRAN NCL in GERAN

· Tmob would like GERAN2 in copy. RAN can be removed.

=>  Agreed with these change in R2-081363
To: RAN1

R2-081213: 
[DRAFT] LS on the change rate of physical layer parameters
· We might have two mechanisms: value tag and maybe expiration timer.

· Richard clarifies that system information is expected not to change more often then on “hour” timeline. So then the value tag can be used. At what change occurency would this change to an expiration timer approach ?

· So we should indicate to RAN1 that we would like to know if parameters are expected to change more frequently than in the order of ones per hour. For these parameters we would like to understand what really the expected change rate is.
=> Agreed with updates in R2-081362
To: SA5; Cc: RAN3
R2-081215:
eNB measurements for performance monitoring

· We should indicate explicitly that we would like SA5 to provide feedback on the indicated measurements, i.e. whether they think they are relevant for the KPI;s they define. In case they are relevant, RAN2 will complete the specification.
=>  Agreed as is R2-081364
To: SA3

R2-081330
LS to SA3 on MAC used in RRC connection re-establishment
· Ericsson thinks it should be clarified that the RRC RE_ESTABLISHMENT COMPLETE is integrity protected. This also allows to verify the UE authenticity.

· Ericsson thinks the action should be clearer: SA3 should specify how this MAC could be calculated.

=>  With this changes, the LS is agreed in R2-081369
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Any other business
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Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #61 and the European Friends of 3GPP for hosting this meeting. He closed the meeting on February 15th, 2004 at about 15:00 o'clock.

Annex A:
List of participants

The list of participants of this RAN WG2 meeting is attached to the report.

Total number of participants: 152
Annex B:
List of Tdocs
The list of Tdocs of this RAN WG2 meeting is attached to the report.

Total number of Tdocs:
750 (R2-080645 - R2-081394) of which 33 Tdocs are not available (withdrawn), i.e. 717 Tdocs.







Additional 9 of the available 717 Tdocs are withdrawn which leads to 708 Tdocs.
Annex C:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #61
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(incoming LS, to, from, contact)
	source
	WI
	RAN2 action requested
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-080647
	Response to LS R3-072016 on Physical-layer Cell Identity Collision (R1-075099; to: RAN3: cc: RAN2, SA5; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	LTE
	no
	withdrawn
	no
	already presented at RAN2 #60bis

	R2-080648
	Reply LS to R2-074532 on L1 Parameters in Random Access Response (R1-075101; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN1
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080649
	Reply to RAN2 LS R2-074575 on signaling for DL data arrival (R1-075105; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
	RAN1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	withdrawn
	postponed
	already presented at RAN2 #60bis

	R2-080650
	LS on radio problem detection as part of radio link failure handling (R1-080604; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-081358
	

	R2-080651
	Reply to LS to GP-072030 on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking (R1-080610; to: GERAN; cc: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN; contact: NSN)
	RAN1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080652
	Reply to RAN2 LS R2-075463 on RACH Power Control Optimisation Use case (R1-080612; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: RAN4; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080653
	LS on E-UTRA UL Power Control (R1-080616; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080654
	Reply LS to R3-072444 on Load balancing (R1-080617; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: NTT)
	RAN1
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-081368
	

	R2-080655
	LS on feasibility of using RLF recovery to aid neighbour discovery (R1-072408; to: RAN2, GERAN; cc: SA5; contact: Motorola)
	RAN3
	LTE
	yes
	withdrawn
	postponed
	already presented at RAN2 #60bis

	R2-080656
	Reply LS to R2-075465/R2-075469 on QoS Parameters via S1 (S2-080913; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080657
	LS on QoS Characterization for LTE/EPS (S2-080964; to: RAN2, SA4; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA2
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080658
	Reply-LS to R2-075458 on “subscriber type” indication via S1 (S2-080965; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080659
	LS on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures (S2-080991; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1; cc: SA3; contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-081380
	in the meeting R2-081365 was agreed but later revised in R2-081380;

CT1 answer in R2-081199

	R2-080660
	Reply on Reply LS R3-072395 on Area and Access Restrictions (S2-080995; to: RAN3; cc: CT1, RAN2; contact: NSN)
	SA2
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	RAN2 answered R3-072395=R2-080478 in R2-080616 already;

CT1 answer in R2-081196

	R2-080661
	LS reply to R2-074549 status of security discussions in RAN2 (S3a071017; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	SA3
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080662
	Reply to S3a071004= R2-074587 and S3a070987 = S2-075795 on Signalling for Paging (S3a071018; to: SA2, RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	SA3
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080663
	Reply LS to ”LS R2-075219 on algorithm input and output” (S3a071023; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
	SA3
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-081359
	

	R2-080664
	Reply LS to ”Reply LS on Active mode key change” (S3a071046; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)
	SA3
	LTE
	no
	revised
	no
	revised in R2-080705 on SA3 request

	R2-080665
	Reply to R2-75469 LS on Packet Delay Budget (S4-080089; to: RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	SA4
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080666
	LS Reply to S2-080964 on QoS Characterization for LTE/EPS (S4-080124; to: SA2; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA4
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080667
	LS on code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15 (R1-080523; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	MIMO-L23, RANimp-64QamDownlink
	yes
	noted
	R2-081311
	

	R2-080668
	LS on UE release indication from SRNC to NodeB (R1-080609; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	RANimp
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080669
	Reply LS to R2-075472, R2-080575 and R2-080579 on the progress made on Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH State in FDD (R1-080618; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	RAN1
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080670
	LS on 1.28 Mcps TDD HS-DSCH physical layer categories and related transport block sizes for 64-QAM modulation (R1-080619; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: ZTE)
	RAN1
	RANimp-64Qam1.28TDD
	yes
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-080671
	Reply LS on CS Voice over HSPA (S4-080126; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
	SA4
	RInImp8-CsHspa
	yes
	noted
	postponed
	related Tdoc: R2-080799

	R2-080672
	Reply LS to S5-071951 on Automatic Neighbour Relation function (R3-082401; to: SA5; cc: RAN4, RAN2; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN3
	LTE (SON)
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080673
	LS on Inter-RAT/frequency Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (R3-072403; to: RAN1, RAN2, RAN4; cc: GERAN2, SA5; contact: T-Mobile)
	RAN3
	LTE (SON)
	yes
	withdrawn
	postponed
	already presented at RAN2 #60bis

	R2-080705
	Reply LS to R3-072410 ”Reply LS on Active mode key change” (S3a071057; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)
	SA3
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	revision of R2-080664

	R2-080706
	LS on RAN1 ICIC status (R1-080564; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Telecom Italia)
	RAN1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080707
	LS on Half Duplex FDD Operation in LTE (R1-080614; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5; cc: -; contact: IPWireless)
	RAN1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080708
	LS response to R2-075480 on Signalling of MBSFN Subframe Allocation (R1-080620; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-080709
	LS on L1-related parameters to be configured by RRC (R1-080622; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-081177
	LS on UE Test Loop Specification for LTE (R5-080328; to: RAN; cc: RAN2; contact: Rohde & Schwarz)
	RAN5
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-081178
	Response LS to R1-080608 and R2-080618 on HSPA RB and SRB configurations in 34.108 (R5-080525; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN5
	64QAM DL, MIMO and Improved L2 for higher data rates
	yes
	noted
	R2-081319
	

	R2-081179
	LS to RAN1 and RAN2 on new MCCH radio bearer configuration in 34.108  (R5-080526; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN5
	MBMS
	yes
	noted
	R2-081320
	

	R2-081194
	LS reply to S2-075870 on TAU in Connected Mode (CT1-080392; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, RAN3; contact: NSN)
	CT1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	RAN2 answered S2-0705870=R2-080494 in R2-080600 already

	R2-081195
	LS reply to R2-075473 on Access Class barring (CT1-080393; to: RAN2; cc: SA1; contact: NSN)
	CT1
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-081357
	

	R2-081196
	Reply LS R3-072395 on Area and Access Restrictions (CT1-080394; to:RAN3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	CT1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	RAN2 answered R3-072395=R2-080478 in R2-080616 already;

SA2 answer in R2-080660

	R2-081197
	Response  to LS R2-080598 on removal of transparent NAS container on BCCH (CT1-080398; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Samsung)
	CT1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-081198
	LS reply to R2-075457 and R2-080622 on Retransmission of UL and DL NAS messages during inter-eNB handovers (CT1-080399; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Samsung)
	CT1
	LTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-081361
	

	R2-081199
	Response LS to S2-080991 on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures (CT1-080572; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, RAN3; contact: Vodafone)
	CT1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	compare SA2 LS R2-080659 and RAN2 answer R2-081380

	R2-081200
	LS reply to S3a071035 on outstanding NAS messages (CT1-080574; to: SA3; cc: RAN2, RAN3, SA2; contact: NSN)
	CT1
	LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-081201
	LS on Paging Permission with Access Control solution (PPAC) (C1-080667; to: RAN2; cc: GERAN; contact: NTT)
	CT1
	PPACR
	not explicitly
	noted
	R2-081343
	

	R2-081326
	Reply LS to R2-075467 on Uplink Coverage for LTE (R1-081103; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-081327
	LS Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (R3-080472; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN3
	LTE (SON)
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-081342
	LS on Change Request for LTE TDD Frame Structure to TS.36.300 V8.3.0 (R1-081112; to: RAN1; cc: -; contact: RITT)
	RAN1
	LTE
	yes
	not treated
	-
	will be resubmitted to RAn2 #61bis


no:



Although RAN2 action was requested no LS answer was sent.
postponed:
LS answer was postoned 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:
41 new LSs received at RAN2 #61 (plus 4 already presented at RAN2 #60bis and therefore withdrawn, plus 1 revised): 40 noted plus 1 postponed to RAN2 #61bis.
For 6 incoming LSs an LS answer from RAN2 is still pending:
R2-080649, R2-080655, R2-080670, R2-080671, R2-080673, R2-081326.
Annex D:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #61
	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-081311
	Reply LS to R2-080667 = R1-080523 on code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15
	RAN1
	-
	Ericsson
	R2-080667 = R1-080523
	REL-7
	MIMO-L23,
RANimp-64QamDownlink
	

	R2-081319
	Response LS to R2-081178 = R5-080525 on HSPA RB and SRB configurations in 34.108
	RAN5
	RAN1
	Ericsson
	R2-081178 = R5-080525
	REL-7
	64QAM DL,
MIMO-L23,
RANimp-L2dataRates
	

	R2-081320
	Reply LS to R2-081179 = R5-080526 on new MCCH radio bearer configuration in 34.108
	RAN5
	RAN1
	Ericsson
	R2-081179 = R5-080526
	REL-7
	MBMS-RAN
	

	R2-081343
	Reply LS to R2-081201 = C1-080667 on Paging Permission with Access Control (PPAC)
	CT1, RAN3
	GERAN
	NTT
	R2-081201 = C1-080667
	REL-8
	PPACR
	

	R2-081355
	Reply-LS to R2-080658 = S2-080965 on “subscriber type” indication via S1
	SA2
	RAN3, CT4
	Orange
	R2-080658 = S2-080965
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081357
	Reply LS to R2-081195 = C1-080393 on Access Class barring
	CT1
	SA1, SA2
	NTT
	R2-081195 = C1-080393
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081358
	Reply LS to R2-080650 =  R1-080604 on radio problem detection as part of radio link failure handling
	RAN1
	-
	Ericsson
	R2-080650 = R1-080604
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081359
	Reply LS to R2-080663 = S3-071023 on algorithm input and output
	SA3
	-
	Alcatel-Lucent
	R2-080663 = S3-071023
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081361
	Response LS to R2-081198 = C1-080399 on retransmission of UL and DL NAS message during inter-eNB handovers
	CT1
	RAN3
	Samsung
	R2-081198 = C1-080399
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081362
	LS on the change rate of physical layer parameters
	RAN1
	-
	Ericsson
	-
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081363
	Additional reply LS to R2-080498 = GP-072030 on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking
	GERAN
	GERAN2, RAN1, RAN4
	Motorola
	R2-080498 = GP-072030
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081364
	LS on RAN performance monitoring
	SA5
	RAN3
	NTT
	-
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081368
	Reply LS to R2-080654 = R1-080617 on Physical resource block usage measurements at eNB
	RAN1, RAN3
	-
	NTT
	R2-080654 = R1-080617
	REL-8
	LTE
	agreed by email in email discussion LTE_A05 after RAN2 #61 (no draft LS)

	R2-081369
	LS on Authentication at RRC Connection Re-establishment
	SA3
	-
	Samsung
	-
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081380
	Reply LS to R2-080659 = S2-080991 on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures
	SA2, CT1
	RAN3, SA3
	Alcatel-Lucent
	R2-080659 = S2-080991
	REL-8
	LTE
	

	R2-081392
	LS on Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH and UE DRX
	RAN4
	-
	Nokia
	-
	REL-8
	RANimp-DRX,
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	agreed by email in connection with email discussion UMTS_A02 after RAN2 #61


Summary:
In total 16 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #61 (including 2 agreed by email after the meeting and 12 answering incoming LSs).
Annex E:
List of CRs to be provided to RAN #39
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Phase
	Title
	Cat
	Version
	Meeting
	Tdoc
	Status
	WI
	Remarks
	Source

	25.301
	0093
	-
	REL-6
	Correction of figures
	F
	6.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081247
	agreed
	EDCH
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.301
	0094
	-
	REL-7
	Correction of figures
	A
	7.3.0
	R2-61
	R2-081248
	agreed
	EDCH
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.301
	0095
	-
	REL-8
	Correction of figures
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081249
	agreed
	EDCH
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.301
	0096
	-
	REL-8
	Correction of figures and addition of missing references to MAC-is/i
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081318
	agreed
	RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.304
	0161
	2
	REL-8
	Support for DL only SFN operation for MBMS
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-60bis
	R2-080572
	technically correct
	MBSFN-DOB
	rejected by voting at RAN #39
	Ericsson

	25.304
	0162
	1
	REL-6
	Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
	F
	6.9.0
	R2-61
	R2-081237
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.304
	0163
	1
	REL-7
	Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
	A
	7.4.0
	R2-61
	R2-081238
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.304
	0164
	1
	REL-8
	Clarification on Treselection for MBMS
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081239
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.306
	0162
	3
	REL-8
	Support for DL only SFN operation for MBMS
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-60bis
	R2-080305
	technically correct
	MBSFN-DOB
	rejected by voting at RAN #39
	Ericsson

	25.306
	0189
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification of uplink multicode capability for 1.28Mcps TDD
	F
	7.6.0
	R2-61
	R2-081267
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE, Spreadtrum Communications

	25.306
	0190
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification of uplink multicode capability for 1.28Mcps TDD
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081268
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE, Spreadtrum Communications

	25.306
	0191
	-
	REL-7
	Code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15
	F
	7.6.0
	R2-61
	R2-081309
	agreed
	RANimp-64QamDownlink
	 
	Ericsson

	25.306
	0192
	-
	REL-8
	Code rate limitations for HS-DSCH UE cat 13 and 15
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081310
	agreed
	RANimp-64QamDownlink
	 
	Ericsson

	25.307
	0067
	-
	R99
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
	B
	3.10.0
	R2-61
	R2-081300
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.307
	0068
	-
	REL-4
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
	B
	4.10.0
	R2-61
	R2-081301
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.307
	0069
	-
	REL-5
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
	B
	5.9.0
	R2-61
	R2-081302
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.307
	0070
	-
	REL-6
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
	B
	6.6.0
	R2-61
	R2-081303
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.307
	0071
	-
	REL-7
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
	B
	7.2.0
	R2-61
	R2-081304
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.307
	0072
	-
	REL-8
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.307
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081305
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.308
	0028
	-
	REL-7
	Correction of figure on UE side MAC architecture/MAC-ehs details
	F
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081261
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.308
	0029
	-
	REL-8
	Correction of figure on UE side MAC architecture/MAC-ehs details
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081262
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Nokia Corporation,Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.308
	0030
	1
	REL-8
	HS-DSCH applicability to CS bearers
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081348
	agreed
	RInImp8-CsHspa
	 
	NSN, Nokia, LG

	25.319
	0010
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification of Absolute Grant value for TDD E-DCH
	F
	7.4.0
	R2-61
	R2-081269
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE

	25.319
	0011
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification of Absolute Grant value for TDD E-DCH
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081270
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE

	25.319
	0012
	-
	REL-7
	Transmission and reliability of scheduling information for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
	F
	7.4.0
	R2-61
	R2-081279
	agreed
	RANimp-VHCRTDD-EDCH, EDCHTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.319
	0013
	-
	REL-8
	Transmission and reliability of scheduling information for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081280
	agreed
	RANimp-VHCRTDD-EDCH, EDCHTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.321
	0373
	-
	REL-7
	Inconsistency of MAC header when BCCH mapped to HS-DSCH
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080837
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.321
	0374
	-
	REL-8
	Inconsistency of MAC header when BCCH mapped to HS-DSCH
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-080838
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.321
	0375
	-
	REL-7
	Correction to the operation of the timer Treset
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081103
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	ASUSTeK

	25.321
	0376
	-
	REL-8
	Correction to the operation of the timer Treset
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081104
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	ASUSTeK

	25.321
	0381
	-
	REL-8
	Correction of the EUL relative grant from non-serving cell
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-080791
	agreed
	TEI8
	 
	Ericsson

	25.321
	0382
	-
	REL-6
	Correction to UTRAN side MAC-e depiction
	F
	6.14.0
	R2-61
	R2-081243
	agreed
	EDCH
	 
	Samsung

	25.321
	0383
	-
	REL-7
	Correction to UTRAN side MAC-e depiction
	A
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081244
	agreed
	EDCH
	 
	Samsung

	25.321
	0384
	-
	REL-8
	Correction to UTRAN side MAC-e depiction
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081245
	agreed
	EDCH
	 
	Samsung

	25.321
	0385
	-
	REL-7
	Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081255
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.321
	0386
	-
	REL-8
	Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081256
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.321
	0387
	-
	REL-7
	transmission scheduling in MAC-ehs entity
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081259
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Huawei, Qualcomm Europe

	25.321
	0388
	-
	REL-8
	transmission scheduling in MAC-ehs entity
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081260
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Huawei, Qualcomm Europe

	25.321
	0390
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification of Scheduling Infomation Fields for TDD E-DCH
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081278
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE

	25.321
	0391
	-
	REL-7
	Persistence scaling values and scheduling information for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081281
	agreed
	RANimp-VHCRTDD-EDCH, EDCHTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.321
	0392
	-
	REL-8
	Persistence scaling values and scheduling information for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081282
	agreed
	RANimp-VHCRTDD-EDCH, EDCHTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.321
	0393
	-
	REL-7
	Editorial corrections to MAC-ehs
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081285
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Samsung

	25.321
	0394
	-
	REL-8
	Editorial corrections to MAC-ehs
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081286
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Samsung

	25.321
	0395
	-
	REL-7
	Definition of Default-SG-in-DTX-Cycle-2
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081289
	agreed
	RANimp-CPC
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.321
	0396
	-
	REL-8
	Definition of Default-SG-in-DTX-Cycle-2
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081290
	agreed
	RANimp-CPC
	 
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	25.321
	0397
	-
	REL-8
	Introducing MAC-i/is
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081316
	agreed
	RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.321
	0398
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification of SI transmission priority over Non-scheduled MAC-e PDU
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081321
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	TD Tech Ltd.

	25.321
	0399
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification of SI transmission priority over Non-scheduled MAC-e PDU
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081322
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	TD Tech Ltd.

	25.321 
	0389
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification of Scheduling Infomation Fields for TDD E-DCH
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081277
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE

	25.322
	0317
	-
	REL-6
	25.322 CR317 REL-6 on Correction to Reception of UM RLC
	F
	6.10.0
	R2-61
	R2-081186
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	LG Electronics Inc.

	25.322
	0318
	-
	REL-7
	25.322 CR318 REL-7 on Correction to Reception of UM RLC
	A
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081187
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	LG Electronics Inc.

	25.322
	0319
	-
	REL-8
	25.322 CR319 REL-8 on Correction to Reception of UM RLC
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081188
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	LG Electronics Inc.

	25.322
	0320
	-
	REL-7
	Proposed CR to 25.322 [Rel-7] Correction to Control Information transmission
	F
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081295
	agreed
	TEI7
	 
	LG Electronics Inc., SAMSUNG

	25.322
	0321
	-
	REL-8
	Proposed CR to 25.322 [Rel-8 Shadow] Correction to Control Information transmission
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081296
	agreed
	TEI7
	 
	LG Electronics Inc., SAMSUNG

	25.322
	0322
	-
	REL-7
	Poll SUFI and Status Reporting
	F
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081297
	agreed
	TEI7
	 
	Samsung

	25.322
	0323
	-
	REL-8
	Poll SUFI and Status Reporting
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081298
	agreed
	TEI7
	 
	Samsung

	25.322
	0324
	-
	REL-8
	Introducing flexible RLC PDU size in the uplink
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081315
	agreed
	RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.322
	0325
	-
	REL-7
	Correction to the RLC RESET and RESET ACK PDU with flexible RLC PDU size
	F
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081393
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.322
	0326
	-
	REL-8
	Correction to the RLC RESET and RESET ACK PDU with flexible RLC PDU size
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081394
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.323
	0311
	1
	REL-8
	CS-HSPA UL AMR Rate and maximum jitter time
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081345
	agreed by email
	RInImp8-CsHspa
	 
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

	25.331
	3045
	4
	REL-8
	Support for DL only SFN operation for MBMS
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-60bis
	R2-080573
	technically correct
	MBSFN-DOB
	rejected by voting at RAN #39
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3229
	-
	REL-6
	Clarification on MAX_CID
	F
	6.16.0
	R2-61
	R2-080776
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3230
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification on MAX_CID
	A
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080777
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3231
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification on MAX_CID
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080778
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3232
	-
	REL-7
	FACH measurement occasion Calculation
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080835
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3233
	-
	REL-8
	FACH measurement occasion Calculation
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080836
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3234
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification on “Default DPCH offset value”
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080844
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3235
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification on “Default DPCH offset value”
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080845
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3236
	-
	REL-7
	Synchronised modification of system information blocks
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080842
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3237
	-
	REL-8
	Synchronised modification of system information blocks
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080843
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3238
	-
	REL-7
	Clarification on “Measured Results on RACH” in enhanced CELL_FACH
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080870
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3239
	-
	REL-8
	Clarification on “Measured Results on RACH” in enhanced CELL_FACH
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080872
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3240
	-
	REL-7
	Correction to conditions for setting MIMO_STATUS variable
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081007
	agreed
	MIMO-L23
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3241
	-
	REL-8
	Correction to conditions for setting MIMO_STATUS variable
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081008
	agreed
	MIMO-L23
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3242
	-
	REL-7
	Correction to HS-SCCH numbering assumption for 64QAM encoding
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080781
	agreed
	RANimp-64QamDownlink
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3243
	-
	REL-8
	Correction to HS-SCCH numbering assumption for 64QAM encoding
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080782
	agreed
	RANimp-64QamDownlink
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3244
	-
	REL-7
	Use of cell selection and reslection info in the case that a cell is providing MBSFN only service
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-080685
	agreed
	MBMSE-RANPhysFDD, MBMSE-RANPhysTDD, MBMSE-RANPhysLCRTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.331
	3245
	-
	REL-8
	Use of cell selection and reselection info in the case that a cell is providing MBSFN only service
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-080686
	agreed
	MBMSE-RANPhysFDD, MBMSE-RANPhysTDD, MBMSE-RANPhysLCRTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.331
	3246
	-
	REL-7
	Corrections due to the RRC Rel-7 ASN.1 review
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081235
	agreed
	TEI7
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3247
	-
	REL-8
	Corrections due to the RRC Rel-7 ASN.1 review
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081236
	agreed
	TEI7
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3248
	-
	REL-6
	L2-combining in MBMS CURRENT CELL P-T-M RB INFORMATION message
	F
	6.16.0
	R2-61
	R2-081240
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3249
	-
	REL-7
	L2-combining in MBMS CURRENT CELL P-T-M RB INFORMATION message
	A
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081241
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3250
	-
	REL-8
	L2-combining in MBMS CURRENT CELL P-T-M RB INFORMATION message
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081242
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3251
	-
	REL-6
	Correction to SIB extension multiplexing
	F
	6.16.0
	R2-61
	R2-081250
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3252
	-
	REL-7
	Traffic volum measurement for CELL_PCH UE
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081251
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3253
	-
	REL-8
	Traffic volum measurement for CELL_PCH UE
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081252
	agreed
	RANimp-EnhState
	 
	Huawei

	25.331
	3254
	-
	REL-7
	Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
	C
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081257
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3255
	-
	REL-8
	Support of octet aligned HS-DSCH transport block sizes for non-64QAM
	C
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081258
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3256
	1
	REL-7
	Correction to MIMO with the message PHYSICAL CHANNEL RECONFIGURATION
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081312
	agreed
	MIMO-L23
	 
	ASUSTeK

	25.331
	3257
	1
	REL-8
	Correction to MIMO with the message PHYSICAL CHANNEL RECONFIGURATION
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081313
	agreed
	MIMO-L23
	 
	ASUSTeK

	25.331
	3258
	-
	REL-7
	Supporting multi-frequency for 1.28 Mcps TDD MBMS
	B
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081265
	agreed
	MBMSE-RANPhysLCRTDD
	 
	TD Tech Ltd.

	25.331
	3259
	-
	REL-8
	Supporting multi-frequency for 1.28 Mcps TDD MBMS
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081266
	agreed
	MBMSE-RANPhysLCRTDD
	 
	TD Tech Ltd.

	25.331
	3260
	-
	REL-7
	Modification of variable E_DCH_TRANSMISSION setting
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081271
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE

	25.331
	3261
	-
	REL-8
	Modification of variable E_DCH_TRANSMISSION setting
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081272
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, TD-TECH, ZTE

	25.331
	3262
	-
	REL-7
	Correction and Clarification of  non-scheduled E-PUCH allocation for LCR TDD
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081273
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE

	25.331
	3263
	-
	REL-8
	Correction and Clarification of  non-scheduled E-PUCH allocation for LCR TDD
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081274
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE

	25.331
	3264
	-
	REL-7
	Modifications on the values of T-RUCCH timer for LCR TDD
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081275
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE

	25.331
	3265
	-
	REL-8
	Modifications on the values of T-RUCCH timer for LCR TDD
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081276
	agreed
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	 
	CATT, ZTE

	25.331
	3266
	-
	REL-7
	Persistence scaling values for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
	F
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081283
	agreed
	RANimp-VHCRTDD-EDCH, EDCHTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.331
	3267
	-
	REL-8
	Persistence scaling values for 3.84/7.68 Mcps TDD E-DCH
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081284
	agreed
	RANimp-VHCRTDD-EDCH, EDCHTDD
	 
	IPWireless, NextWave

	25.331
	3268
	-
	REL-6
	Correction to default configuration 17
	F
	6.16.0
	R2-61
	R2-081291
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3269
	-
	REL-7
	Correction to default configuration 17
	A
	7.7.0
	R2-61
	R2-081292
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3270
	-
	REL-8
	Correction to default configuration 17
	A
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081293
	agreed
	TEI6
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3271
	-
	REL-8
	Signaling of default configuration 17 in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND message
	F
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081294
	agreed
	TEI8
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3272
	-
	REL-8
	Introduction of UMTS 700 MHz (Bands XII – XIV) in 25.331
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081299
	agreed
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	 
	Alcatel-Lucent

	25.331
	3273
	1
	REL-8
	CS-HSPA UL AMR Rate and maximum jitter time
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081344
	agreed by email
	RInImp8-CsHspa
	 
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

	25.331
	3274
	2
	REL-8
	Proposal for RRC based rate control
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081350
	agreed
	RInImp8-CsHspa
	 
	Qualcomm Europe

	25.331
	3275
	-
	REL-8
	Introducing Improved L2 for uplink
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081317
	agreed
	RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.331
	3276
	-
	REL-8
	Introduction of PPAC
	B
	8.1.0
	R2-61
	R2-081323
	agreed
	PPACR
	 
	NTT DoCoMo

	25.346
	0030
	4
	REL-8
	Support for DL only SFN operation for MBMS
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-60bis
	R2-080571
	technically correct
	MBSFN-DOB
	rejected by voting at RAN #39
	Ericsson

	25.346
	0038
	-
	REL-6
	Correction on Frequency Layer Dispersion (FLD) in MBMS stage 2
	F
	6.12.0
	R2-61
	R2-080773
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.346
	0039
	-
	REL-7
	Correction on Frequency Layer Dispersion (FLD) in MBMS stage 2
	A
	7.6.0
	R2-61
	R2-080774
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.346
	0040
	-
	REL-8
	Correction on Frequency Layer Dispersion (FLD) in MBMS stage 2
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-080775
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.346
	0041
	1
	REL-7
	Clarification of FLC flag in MBMS stage 2
	F
	7.6.0
	R2-61
	R2-081191
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.346
	0042
	1
	REL-8
	Clarification of FLC flag in MBMS stage 2
	A
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081192
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.993
	0107
	1
	REL-7
	RB combinations for flexible PDU sizes and MAC-ehs
	F
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081254
	agreed
	RANimp-L2dataRates
	 
	Ericsson

	25.993
	0108
	-
	REL-7
	RAB combinations MBMS PTP on DPCH
	F
	7.5.0
	R2-61
	R2-081246
	agreed
	MBMS-RAN
	 
	Ericsson

	25.999
	0001
	-
	REL-7
	25.999 REL-7 CR0001 on Introduction of new Configuration Rule for Extended RNC ID Scheme
	F
	7.0.1
	R2-61
	R2-081386
	endorsed
	RANFS-HSPAEvo
	company proposal at RAN #39 to replace the CR (RP-080116)
	RAN3

	36.300
	0010
	-
	REL-8
	CR to 36.300 on NAS States, Persistent Scheduling, C-RNTI Allocation at Handover…
	F
	8.3.0
	R2-61
	R2-081372
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	 
	NSN

	36.300
	0011
	-
	REL-8
	RAN3 corrections to 36.300 (CR0011)
	F
	8.3.0
	R2-61
	R2-081387
	agreed by email
	LTE-interfaces
	 
	RAN3

	36.304
	0001
	1
	REL-8
	CR to 36.304 on Miscellaneous corrections
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081373
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	 
	Nokia

	36.306
	0001
	1
	REL-8
	CR to 36.306 with Update to E-UTRA UE capabilities
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081388
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	 
	Motorola

	36.321
	0001
	-
	REL-8
	CR to 36.321 with E-UTRA MAC protocol specification update
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081389
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	company proposal at RAN #39 to replace the CR (RP-080162)
	Ericsson, Qualcomm

	36.322
	0001
	-
	REL-8
	CR0001 for TS 36.322 E-UTRA RLC
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081376
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	
	NTT

	36.323
	0001
	-
	REL-8
	CR to 36.323 with Update of E-UTRAN PDCP specification
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081390
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	 
	LG

	36.331
	0001
	2
	REL-8
	CR to 36.331 with Miscellaneous corrections
	F
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081378
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	company proposal at RAN #39 to replace the CR (RP-080163)
	Samsung

	36.331
	0002
	-
	REL-8
	CR to 36.331 to Convert RRC to agreed ASN.1 format
	B
	8.0.0
	R2-61
	R2-081379
	agreed by email
	LTE-L23
	company proposal at RAN #39 to replace the CR (RP-080164)
	Ericsson


· 127 RAN2 CRs as input for RAN #39 (agreed: 122; endorsed: 1; technically correct: 4):

· 1 CRs for Rel.99 (1 category B)
· 1 CRs for Rel.4 (1 category B)

· 1 CRs for Rel.5 (1 category B)

· 10 CRs for Rel.6 (9 category F, 1 category B)

· 46 CRs for Rel.7 (35 category F, 8 category A, 2 category B, 1 category C)

· 59 CRs for UTRA Rel.8 (4 category F, 40 category A, 14 category B, 1 category C)

· 9 CRs for E-UTRA/LTE Rel.8

Annex F:
Report of LTE user plane session (AI 5.1)

For convenience the summary R2-081220 of the LTE user plane session (agenda item 5.1) is copied into this annex. 
Note: The report of this session was already agreed separately under agenda item 8.3.

5.1
User plane

5.1.1
MAC (36.321)

5.1.1.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-081056:
Report of MAC Activities
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)

=>  Noted

R2-081057:
Comments on MAC specification
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)

=>  Noted

R2-080768:
MAC Open Issues list
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)

=> Noted; further offline comments are invited

R2-081037:
E-UTRA MAC specification update
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, QUALCOMM Europe)

· Same as version agreed on the reflector

=>   Approved as baseline for further updates.

R2-081059:
Clarifications to HARQ process and MAC sub-headers
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)

=>  Proposed changes are agreed

5.1.1.2
Dynamic scheduling

Any special handling to prevent collisions  synch UL retx with RACH, … ?
R2-080767:
Uplink synchronous HARQ and RACH
Ericsson

Proposal 1:

· Motorola wonders what is the difference compared to the previous meeting ? Last meeting we already agreed that you could always send an ACK to stop the UE transmitting. We can also use adaptive retransmission scheduling.

· Motorola indicated that we can use the ACK to stop the UE. Ericsson would like to prevent that a PDCCH resource is needed for the resumption. Ericsson thinks this PDCCH would compete with the RACH response window resources.

· Ericsson points out that there is an error probability for the ACK and the PDCCH used for resumption.

· Panasonic indicates that RAN1 has also discussed this and they also concluded that no special UE behaviour should be specified.

· Panasonic wonders how the UE knows whether only an ACK was sent, or an ACK and PDCCH ? Motorola clarifies that the PDCCH missing probability is low.

· QC supports this Ericsson proposal: complexity is low, and the method is more reliable. Motorola does not see a need for this. TI thinks this is a minor optimisation mainly for 1.4Mhz.

· Ericsson agrees that this is essential for 1.4Mhz, and also important for other BW’s.

· Samsung thinks this is a quite simple approach and significant gains, so support this optimisation. 

· Pasonic thinks there is a risk because the UE starts to response autonomously in different ways to the scheduling (based on UE knowledge).

· Motorola asks if there is clear visible gains ? Does overall system throughput increase ? Ericsson thinks we do improve availability of PDCCH resources, and reduce error probability for these cases.

· Two options:

1) UE should cancel a retransmission attempt when colliding with RACH  [7]

a. UE should cancel all retransmissions colliding with RACH



b. UE only cancel autonomous retransmissions colliding with RACH, but not adatively scheduled retransmissions

2) No special UE behaviour is needed  [8]

=> No special UE behaviour in Rel-8 for cancelling retransmissions.

Proposal 2:

· So the question remaining is what happens if a retransmission is suspended by an ACK. Should the retransmission counter still be incremented at every opportunity of this HARQ process ? Motorola wonders what the benefit is ?

· In the current behaviour, we don’t continue to increment the counter. 

· Samsung sees some benefits of continuing. E.g. if you restart with PDCCH and you miss the first PDCCH, then there might be a misalignment about the number of retransmissions that is still remaining. Panasonic/RIM sees some benefits.

· QC asks what the benefits really are ? Ericsson thinks the benefits are mainly related to proposal 1.

· First question is probably if we allow autonomous retransmissions after a suspension need to be explicitly signalled ? QC thinks that since we agreed that adaptive retransmissions are sticky, this would also apply in this case for the remaining number or retransmissions.

· Panasonic thinks we should continue incrementing because of potential misalignments after suspension, and because the UE has to stay awake longer.

· NTT DCM points out that if the eNB does not schedule any new transmissions, the UE would keep the data in the buffer endlessly.  Also there might be DRX issues: currently the UE shall monitor the PDCCH as long as it can get a retransmission request.

· QC thinks that the PER could increase if we skip opportunities.

1) All missed retransmission opportunities (RTT’s) due to suspension still increment the retransmission counter. [13]

2) Missed retransmission opportunities (RTT’s)due to suspension do not increment the retransmission counter [1]

=>  Proposal 1 is agreed.

Proposal 3:

· Motorola thinks there is no reason for ambiguity in this case.

· Panasonic would prefer would pefer 1 behaviour.

R2-080876:
PDCCH/PHICH interaction - detailed UE behaviour
Panasonic

· Samsung thinks it would be more logical that the UE does not read the PHICH anymore after the ACK, because you have not sent anything.

· Ericsson/Samsung think it is strange that the UE would continue to monitor PHICH since the UE does not have the grant anymore.

	Agreements: 

Suspension:

1) Cancelled retransmissions due to suspension are regarded as NACKed and are included in the total number of HARQ transmission attempts.

2) Further retransmissions after suspension are only started by PDCCH signalling

3) When retransmissions are restarted after a suspension, the UL grant is again “sticky”

Measurement gaps:

4) A retransmission which occurs during a measurement gap is cancelled, regarded as NACKed and included in the total number of HARQ transmission attempts.


5.1.1.3
DRX handling

Anything remaining to be discussed e.g. in relation to PUCCH resource handling (CQI, SR), explicit MAC signalling, DRX details,…. One issue identified during RAN2#60b was the potential impact of UL activity (SR, PRACH) on the DRX operation.
Handling of UL data

R2-081140:
Handling of UL data in DRX
Ericsson

· Motorola points out that when ULsync is lost, PUCCH resources are also lost. Ericsson’s intention is to only consider the case when the resources are still available.

· Motorola wonders what happens when  the timer expires ? 

· Ericsson clarifies that proposal 3 is only proposing that the timer used for proposal 1 and 2 is the Inactivity Timer.

· NSN has some concerns with linking it to the Inactivity Timer. This Inactivity Timer could be to short.

· Samsung thinks this proposal results in different UE behaviour depending on whether the UE is in DRX or not. 

R2-080822:
DRX operation during UL transmission
Samsung

· Motorola wonders if the SR can always be used, also in DRX ? No, Samsung proposes not to wait.

· Motorola thinks fig1 is more close to the current behaviour so why fig 2 ?  Samsung thinks that in proposal 2 the UE can go quicker to DRX (immediately when all data is delivered).

· NSN would prefer to go with something in line with proposal 1/Ericsson than proposal 2. Samsung is also fine.

· In Motorola’s understanding, proposal 1 is the current behaviour.

Discussion

· In Motorola’s understanding, proposal 1 is the current behaviour.

· Ericsson thinks that currently spec does not mandate the UE to read the PDCCH after SR, but only until the next on-duration.

· After offline discussion, 2 approaches still remaining:

a) Separate timer after SR; Inactivity timer started when DPCCH is received

b) UE leaves DRX after SR; Inactivity timer started when DPCCH is received

· Approach a) could potentially gain further DRX gain compared to option b).

· For the RACH case, how will it work ?  Will start inactivity timer. Motorola asks if this would always be true ? Should be able to receive Msg4 after having delivered Msg3.

· Samsung thinks we should start the inactivity timer only after receiving the PDCCH.

· Samsung asks what happens if no DRX is configured ? You should probably wait endlessly until you received PDCCH, or until you fail a supervision timer (e.g. T300).

	Agreements: 

  RACH:

1 UE leaves DRX after Random Access Response and listens to PDCCH until stopped by any supervision timer like e.g. T300. When first PDCCH is received, Inactivity Timer is started.

SR:

2 UE leaves DRX after SR and listens to PDCCH; Inactivity timer started when first PDCCH is received. 


R2-080809:
Uplink Activities in DRX
Research In Motion Ltd

· QC wonders if this means that the SR would have to be delayed (SR not automatically triggered when some BSR is triggered) ? Does it mean that the UE ignores the PDCCH until on-duration ? Yes. NSN does not see any benefit for this. NSN would also have preferred to see CR text.

=>  No support except for Huawei

R2-080857:
Discussion on UL transmissiong in DRX
Huawei

=> Noted without presentation

When are periodic CQI reports transmitted ?

R2-080871:
CQI reporting during DRX operation
Panasonic

R2-081168:
Clarification on RRC-CONNECTED mode DRX
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· So with “Initial DRX on-duration”, NSN means only the “on-duration periods” corresponding to the long DRX. So not the on duration periods corresponding to the short DRX.
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· Motorola is wondering since we have not heard the details yet from RAN1 on what type of periodic  reporting we would have, can we already now take a based decision. Panansonic thinks that for link adaptation the CQI is required.

· Motorola assumes that the Panasonic proposal is only usefull if the CQI periodicity is shorter than the short DRX.

· Panasonic wonders what the motivation is not to sent CQI during active time ? Would the eNB give the resources to other UE’s ? Yes that is the concern. 

· NSN clarifies that e.g. during the short DRX on-duration, we could use polled CQI reports.

· Motorola thinks we should wait for RAN1 progress. Ericsson would prefer that the CQI is always sent during active time when configured (eNB is in control).

· Can take a decision in next meeting (APGJ)

Proposal 2 from NSN paper:

- 
Motorola is wondering whether it should always be an even multiple ? 

	Agreements:

1) Short DRX be a full fraction of Long DRX. I.e. Long DRX = x * Short DRX.


DRX in TDD

R2-080723:
Discussion on the DRX definition
CATT

R2-081150:
DRX Support for TDD
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion

· CATT would prefer DL TTI.

· Chairman asks why we cannot just use little bit bigger values ? CATT thinks that depending on the start point of the timer, in a fix time window there could be a variable number of DL subframes.

· Ericsson thinks that at least what should be clarified is that the UE only looks for the PDCCH in DL subframes (unnecessary awake).

· Ericsson thinks that “TTI” is related to a transport channel (if we have it at all: e.g. BCH TTI is 40ms). We should talk about subframes when we talk about PDCCH. CATT thinks that “subframe” is not so clear because we have special timeslots of less than 1 ms. Ericsson thought it was all subframes.

	Agreements:

1) Following timers should be rephrased to run during a number of “downlink subframes”:

- DRX Inactivity timer

- On Duration timer

- DRX Retransmission timer

FFS if we want to update the definition of the “DRX Short Cycle Timer” also to “downlink TTI’s, or maybe to counting short cycles.


Other
R2-080858:
Open issues on DRX Handling
Huawei

	Agreements:

1) “Short DRX Timer” should be stopped when PDCCH is received.

2) Editors note can be removed


R2-080890:
DRX Settings
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Ericsson thinks that it would be sufficient to have the cycles continuously restarted from a subframe in SFN==0. 

· Huawei thinks the NSN clarification is ok. NTT DCM is fine with the NSN proposal. NTT DCM would not like to limit the offset to a value < 10. Ericsson wonders why you would like an offset > 10. NTT DCM thinks we want to distribute the wake-up moments. E.g. an offset from 0 up to DRX length.

· Samsung asks what the unit of the “current DRX” is ? Subframes or frames ? NSN assumes subframes. Samsung was assuming a unit of frames (like UMTS).

=>  CR text proposal is agreed.

R2-080934:
Details of MAC DRX Control
Ericsson

· NSN supports the 4 proposals.

· Motorola wonders what happens if we don’t have this ? Ericsson explains there is some efficiency gain (go to sleep earlier).  

· QC supports this proposal. LG support this. 

· Motorola wonders (if the intention is to sent the MAC CE together with the RRC msg that revokes the PUCCH resources) why not sent this with RRC signalling ? 

· NTT DCM does not like to use RRC signalling for releasing PUCCH resources: probably using the TA timer is better.

· Ericsson thinks another use case is when there is no more data to schedule.

· Chairman asks what typical timer values would be for inactivity ? Ericsson assumes e.g. 15ms for the inactivity timer in non-voice case.

· TI does not really see much gain. Motorola also does not see any real gain.

Two options:

a) Would be good to have the DRX MAC CE in Rel-8  [7]

b) No need for a DRX MAC CE in Rel-8 [2]

· Motorola wonders whether an RRC reconfiguration msg would be multiplexed in the same TTI as the MAC CE ? Would the UE still have to sent a response message ?  Chairman assumes you would send the MAC CE only after you have received the response. 

	Agreements: 

1)   A DRX command is defined to signal the UE to force the expiration of the DRX On-Duration Timer and the DRX Inactivity Timer, i.e. the UE can stop monitoring/decode the PDCCH for initial transmissions for the remainder of the current DRX cycle.

2) The “go-to-sleep” command is defined as a MAC control element for DRX.

3) The DRX MAC control element is only used for the “go-to-sleep” command.

4)   The DRX MAC CE does not modify the current handling of retransmissions, i.e. the UE still wakes up for HARQ retransmissions and the HARQ Retransmission Timer is not affected by the reception of a MAC PDU with the DRX MAC CE.


R2-080913:
DRX Operation After Maximum Retransmission Limit
LG Electronics Inc.

· Panasonic thought that max retransmission is only for the UL. RIM thinks the UE cannot know if the maximum is reached if a PDCCH is lost.

· Samsung wonders if the UE knows the DL max retransmissions ? Samsung assumes that if we intend to inform the UE, we could have this CR.

· NSN assumes the UE does not know the max retransmission for DL. NSN assumes there is only a gain for the last ongoing process. LG confirms. Then NSN thinks you could use the DRX MAC CE.

· Samsung wonders when the UE flushes the soft-buffer when it is not aware of the max DL HARQ retransmissions ? Only when new data is arrived for this process ? 

· So if the UE did no succeed in decoding the last data in any of the HARQ processes, it will continue the HARQ RTT and DRX retransmission timers for ever ? No, only 1 HARQ RTT and 1 DRX retransmission is started. If you do not see a retransmission then, you will stop.

· Panasonic indicates that anyway the eNB can always abort a retransmission.

	Agreement:

1)   UE is not informed about any max HARQ retransmission for the DL.


R2-081157:
RRC_CONNECTED DRX and dedicated UL resource release
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.

	Agreement:

1) RRC shall support the possibility to release PUCCH/SRS resources. No additional mechanism is assumed needed in order to release PUCCH / SRS resources in relation to RRC_CONNECTED DRX.


R2-080808:
SRS Transmission Support in DRX Mode
Research In Motion Ltd

· RIM clarified that the UL SRS is needed to determine DL CQI, and thus should be available when DL transmissions take place.

· Ericsson wonders whether really the intention is only during “on-duration” or during “active time” ? RIM agrees the intention is during active time. So RIM would like two options: either during active time, or continuous.

· Chairman indicates it might be best to have a similar approach as for CQI so maybe we should take the decision together. 

· Ericsson points out that SRS is also used for monitoring the UL Timing

=>  Can come back in the next meeting (APGJ).
5.1.1.4
QoS

UL rate control, e.g. multiplexing of RB on UL, input parameters, output constraints,….

UL scheduling

R2-080766:
LCH prioritization
Ericsson

· QC wonders how it works for VOIP ? E.g. a VOIP packets comes every 20 subframes. So how does it work with accumulating over 5 or 10 subframes ?  It would mean that if you can accumulate only over 10ms, you should make sure the UE can accumulate sufficient credits in 10 subframes for 1 VOIP packet.

· QC thinks the bucket size should be independently signalled to the UE.

· QC would have preferred to keep the MBR.

· NSN is worried about the difference in UE behaviour by leaving the “T” implementation dependant. Ericsson assumes this would not lead to dramatic differences (only some difference in header overhead).

· NSN wonders if there should be flexibility of allowing a UE to use a bit more tokens to send a complete SDU (e.g. by “borrowing”). This can be partly overcome by varying “T” dynamically in the UE implementation.

	Agreements:

1) The PBR is signalled to the UE as bytes per subframe and corresponds directly to the token rate of a token bucket algorithm.

2) The PBR is coded with increasing step size to reduce the number of bits in the RRC msg

3) Will signal the bucket size separately from the rate (could use a default value).

4) Will remove the MBR signalling and usage in the algorithm


R2-080886:
Issue of logical channel prioritization
ASUSTeK

=> Noted without presentation (since MBR is removed)

R2-080947:
UL rate control
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· The essence of the proposal is in bullet B. The idea is reflected in R2-081064, with maybe a small difference on how far to fill the TB.

R2-081063:
Text Proposal for UL Logical Channel Prioritisation without Segmentation Optimization


Qualcomm Europe

· NEC wonders if the PBR includes the MAC header and RLC header ? QC’s currently assumption is that it is only considered the data, so no RLC/MAC headers. Can be discussed further.

· LG thinks still thinks that only specifying the requirements should be sufficient. No detailed implementation should be specified. Motorola agrees to this. LG would thinks that both the Ericsson paper and the QC papers are to detailed.

R2-081064:
Text Proposal for UL Logical Channel Prioritisation with Segmentation Optimization
Qualcomm Europe

-
Samsung wonders for this scheme to work, MAC needs to be aware of the SDU sizes of every logical channel ?  QC agrees: if you want to avoid segmentation you need to know the boundary of the SDU.

Discussion:


· LG proposes to add requirement 3 from the Nokia paper. That should be sufficient. 

· Samsung agrees largely with LG, but  since bullet 3 is not testable, is there really any value of having it in the spec ? 

· QC thinks we need some text guiding UE implementations.

· Ericsson thinks the E-TFC selection in 25.321 also only provides guidelines and is still quite clear. So preferably this should be used as one of the inputs for the offline activity.

=>  Will have offline activity to come to a text proposal that focuses on specifying the requirements only. Will see text proposal in R2-081216. Could also address this equal priority case.

Other
R2-080905:
Logical channel prioritization for RLC STATUS PDU
LG Electronics Inc.

· Panasonic assumes that proposal 1 can be left to implementation. Panasonic thinks this is quite obvious because we cannot segment.

· Samsung agrees with the intention of the proposals, but probably it should be sufficient to only have restrictions in one layer, i.e. in RLC: RLC does not sent a STATUS PDU when the grant is insufficient. LG agrees that maybe having proposal 2 and 3a is sufficient.

· Ericsson thinks this has not so much to do with logical channel prioritisation. Maybe we should consider a partial STATUS PDU. LG agrees that this would be an option.

· Samsung does not really like the partial STATUS PDU: implementation effort is quite large. Samsung would prefer simple rules with either sending or not sending. Ericsson agrees and we should first analyse how big the problem is.

· ALU has a proposal on R2-080926 about a partial STATUS PDU

=>   Should first investigate the seriousness of the problem, if a solution is required it should be solved in RLC.

-
QC wonders how RLC retransmissions should be handled ? Ericsson agrees that it would be logical that RLC retransmissions are prioritised over new transmissions.

-
IDT thinks it might make sense to prioritise STATUS PDU’s over data from a higher priority data bearer.

	Agreements (RLC agreements !!)
Within 1 RLC entity:

1) 
RLC shall prioritise STATUS PDU’s over RLC DATA PDU’s for transmission.

2) 
RLC shall prioritise retransmission of RLC DATA PDU’s over transmission of new RLC DATA PDU’s


5.1.1.5
Scheduling Request / Scheduling Information

Additional SR/BSR triggers, BSR calculation, RB grouping configuration for reporting, other information to be reported, any mechanisms to ensure BSR robustness, happy bit(s),.… ?

BSR computation

R2-080932
Buffer Status Reports and PDCP Processing for VoIP
Ericsson

· LG wonders about RTCP packets ? Should they also always be compressed immediately ? Ericsson agrees that it is not so urgent for these packets, but it should be easier to handle all packets in the same way on a logical channel.

· Motorola wonders how this could be tested ? Ericsson thinks you could e.g. design a test case where you allocate what the UE reported, and then check if there is padding. 

· Samsung thinks (assuming that the intention here is only VOIP) that the BSR is not such that you should exactly schedule what is indicated. Having data reported for such a logical channel means there is at least one packet buffered.

· NSN agrees with Samsung/LG on VOIP handling. For RLC-UM in general, NSN thinks we should remember that the BSR is not very accurately. Also the eNB is aware of whether ROHC is used or not.

· LG thinks that proposal 1 is too restrictive for UE’s.

· Ericsson clarifies that in their text proposal, they propose that only data buffered in RLC is reported for RLC-UM bearers.

=>  Noted; not much support.

R2-080823:
On BSR calculation
Samsung

· Ericsson wonders if the intention is to never include PDCP SDU’s that need to be retransmitted ? 

· Ericsson thinks the alternative would be to report all data buffered in the PDCP, and then use the happy bits to notice that the UE is earlier happy (when some PDCP SDU’s do not need to be retransmitted).

· Ericsson thinks if we do not report the buffered PDCP SDU’s which are already transmitted once, then the eNB might not schedule the eNB. So it seems better to indicate to much then to little buffered data.

Non-mobility (no handover):

· NTT DCM/LG support the proposal in the Samsung paper.

Handover case:

- 
Question is what we do with the data in the PDCP retransmission buffer ? Do we include it in the BSR or not ? 

R2-080933
Stage 3 Text Proposal for BSR Calculation
 Ericsson

· For the mobility case should before the PDCP status, outstanding PDCP SDU’s be included ?  NEC thinks it should be included. NSN thinks it should not be included.

· Ericsson wonders whether if it is not included, when will it be reported ? Will it be reported as new data after the PDCP status report and trigger a new BSR ? Not if it is data for a channel for which already buffered data was reported.

· NEC points out that the PDCP status report is optional. So it might not come. 

· QC thinks the PDCP SDU’s should be included. This because for RLC, all PDCP SDU’s will be new data. 

· LG thinks that the already transmitted PDCP SDU’s should not be included.

· NTT DCM agrees that the PDCP status report would remove most of the need to retransmit. Still NTT DCM would prefer that the UE does include these PDCP SDU’s. 

· QC thinks also we don’t want to introduce additional data delay at handover because of to low BSR reports.

	Way forward:

Non-mobility intention:

1) W.r.t. data PDU’s, the Buffer status of a certain logical channel is calculated from PDCP SDUs never provided to RLC yet, RLC PDUs not transmitted yet and RLC PDUs to be retransmitted. (can check what needs to be clarified in the MAC spec)

Mobility

2) Before the PDCP status report is received: PDCP SDU’s that are in the PDCP retransmission buffer will be included in the BSR calculation.

3) After the PDCP status report, all PDCP SDU’s that still need to be (re-) transmitted be included ?

=> Offline activity to come to CR text proposal to capture this way forward in MAC in R2-081217 
=> Decision can be revisited in the next meeting if it can be shown that a uniform behaviour would be possible for both the mobility and non-mobility cases.


Need for Logical Channel Group Priority ?

R2-080877:
Radio bearer grouping for uplink scheduling
Panasonic

· Samsung support this.

Proposal 1:

· Ericsson wonders if it is mandatory to assign every LC to a LCG ? Ericsson thinks there could be cases where a LC is not configured to belong to an LCG. Panasonic does see such a case. Anyway we already have this configuration in the RRC CR.

· Samsung thinks one use case could be a streaming service with a stable rate.

R2-081084:
Discussion on BSR procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

· Motorola wonders if we now allow a logical channel group with multiple logical channel priorities ? Panasonic assumes this is possible. Motorola wonders why we would do that ? 

· The QCI table has 7 priorities. We have only 4 LCG’s. So it is quite likely that we have LCG’s with multiple logical channel priorities.

Discussion

· Motorola wonders why a BSR should not be sent when data for a higher priority channel arrives when there was already data buffered for a lower priority channel of the same logical channel group. 

· Ericsson thinks always a new BSR should be triggered when data for a higher priority logical channel arrives irrespective of the logical channel grouping. Motorola and Panasonic agree.

	Agreements:

1) A direct mapping between radio bearer and logical channel group should be configured  by eNB and signalled to UE at radio bearer setup (optional per Logical channel)

2) When a new data arrives for a channel, the priority of the logical channel is compared with priority of all the logical channels which have data buffered already. If the priority of logical channel with new data is higher than the other channels with data buffered, BSR is triggered. 

3) If only one LCG can be reported (padding BSR), the group with the highest priority logical channel with data buffered shall be reported in the BSR.


Happy bits
R2-080763:
On the need for MAC Happy Bits for UL
Ericsson

· Ericsson clarifies the main intent is to help the eNB scheduler (improve knowledge in eNB).

· Motorola wonders how 2 bits can help ? Ericsson thinks it can improve the situation.

· Motorola wonders if LTE will not work without this ? 

Two options:

1) Use 1 or 2 of the “R”bits for scheduler assistance (“happy bits”)  [7]

2) Not use the “R-bits” for scheduler assistance in Rel-8 [8]

=> No convincing support for having the “happy bits” in Rel-8.

R2-080678:
Happy Bits - Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-081045:
Details of MAC Happy Bits for UL
Ericsson

R2-081065:
Happy Bits - Qualcomm Europe

Additional triggers

R2-081093:
Threshold based BSR Trigger
Nortel

· Huawei wonders whether the trigger should generate an SR ? This is the Nortel intention.

· So this proposal is to allow a threshold level per LCG, and trigger a BSR if that threshold is exceeded.

· NSN supports a threshold based trigger.

· Motorola wonders if the intended trigger is a delta in BSR, or a crossing of an absolute threshold ? Nortel clarified that having a delta could be interesting (including time domain).

R2-081126:
Threshold based BSR trigger
Motorola
Disc

· Time and threshold aspect (LCG is not serviced for some time and threshold level is exceeded)

· Samsung has some doubts about the need of such a trigger.

· LG asks if the BSR would periodically be triggered once triggered as long as the buffer occupancy stays above the threshold level ? 

· Samsung would prefer a one-shot trigger (no repetition).

R2-080993:
Additional BSR trigger
NEC

· NEC thinks the threshold level could be related to the bucket size. Samsung wonders whether a relative threshold would not result in a frequently triggered BSR.

=>  Noted without presentation

R2-080856:
Additional BSR triggers
Huawei

Proposal 1

· NSN thinks that the eNB can realise this because of the absence of padding. So there should not be a large problem.

· LG thinks the periodic BSR could solve this type of problem.

· Huawei assumes that the periodic BSR would not be set frequent enough. Huawei agrees that the absence of padding could indeed be a good indication.  Huawei thinks the eNB would still not know what amount of data is buffered.

· NSN would prefer to have the happy bits to address this problem (if this is considered a serious problem).

=>  Can see if after the discussion on the threshold based trigger, still there is something missing.

	Agreements:

1) BSR can be triggered when a certain buffer threshold level specified for the LCG is crossed.

FFS how/if this would be linked to a time aspect as well.

FFS if this is a one-shot or periodically repeated trigger

FFS whether it is an absolute or relative threshold

=> Email discussion up to the next meeting on these details [Huawei]


Avoiding unnecessary SR/BSR/RACH:
R2-081016:
Triggering of SR in relation to allocated uplink grants
Ericsson

· Ericsson clarified that the intention is only to withhold the RACH access for some time prior to a known UL grant opportunity. Motorola agrees with the intent of the paper, however why does “x” need to be configurable ?  Motorola thinks that for dynamic scheduled UL grants, the UE would only know a few frames in advance. Ericsson clarified for semi-persistent occasions you could know more in advance that you will have a grant.

· NSN thinks that when the UE has a persistent grant, there would be no need to use the RACH. Ericsson clarified that we have agreed that the SR is not necessarily available even when the UE is in UL sync. NSN thinks that when we have a persistent allocation we would typically also have an SR configured. Then this is not needed. Ericsson is not sure what a typical implementation would be.

· NSN thinks that when semi-persistent resources are allocated, also an SR should be configured. So there is no need to optimise this.

· Motorola thinks it would be sufficient to address the coming 4 subframes (whatever offset RAN1 agrees). Ericsson thinks that we should also consider the TDD UL/DL configuration.

· Samsung wonders whether it would not be easier to indicate that the UE should wait x-subframes before accessing the RACH for a BSR ? This would introduce a fixed delay.

· Ericsson wonders if a fixed value in the spec would not result in a large table describing all cases. Would it not be better to signal a value in RRC ?

· NSN thinks this is not needed because in all typical cases an SR is configured for the UE.

· Motorola wonders if there is really a problem because the RACH load is anyway low.

=>  Further offline discussion invited.

R2-081070:
BSR for persistent scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.

Proposal 1/2:

· NSN thinks the 2 proposals are conflicting. LG wants to indicate that new data should not trigger a BSR unless larger than what can be handled by the semi-persistent allocation

· Ericsson indicates that already today we have in MAC that the BSR is cancelled when all data can be handled by the grant. So the BSR would be cancelled. 

· So with the current spec, we might have an unnecessary SR (which can be ignored by the eNB), and the BSR would anyway be cancelled by the UE.

Proposal 3:

· NSN thinks that proposal 3 is no problem: the network can ignore an SR when it happens before the semi-persistent allocation. After the semi-persistent occasion the UE buffer should typically be emptied. Can be discussed offline (similar to R2-081016)

=>  No big need for these proposals.

R2-081083:
Issues with scheduling request procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

Proposal 1:

· Motorola assumes an eNB does not continuously ignore a SR.

· Assumption of RAN2 is that the UE does not stop triggering SR, unless it is serviced, goes out of sync or PUCCH resources are removed. According current behaviour.

Proposal 2:

· NSN wonders if this means that if the UE does not receive a grant, the UE will repeat the RACH access ? Rapporteur clarifies that currently the RACH access is repeated until the random access response is received which includes an UL grant.  So Ericsson assumes nothing else is needed. Rapporteur agrees that it should be clarified that when 1 RACH procedure is ongoing, the UE should not trigger another one. (no need to start a second one when still waiting for a response to the first one). 

· LG thinks the procedure currently only ends when a RACH response is received for another UE. 

· Ericsson thinks that if the RACH procedure typically succeeds and we have the timer based BSR, there should be no reason for any additions. Samsung thinks this could be the first BSR. So no UL grant will be allocated (periodic BSR will not trigger SR).

· NSN thinks it is quite unlikely that the RACH procedure will fail after max attempts, so no precautions are needed.

=>  Can be discussed further offline.

Proposal 3:

· Pansonic wonders which scenario is really addressed ? Is it the case that the UE gets 2 grants ? Yes. 

· Motorola would prefer not to cancel the RACH procedure when it got so far.

· Chairman asks if it is clear that the UE is listening to both RNTI’s ? This is Panasonic’s assumption. Samsung thinks it could be left to UE implementation what to cancel/what to continue. There should be no drastic consequences..

· LG thinks that since the grant with the C-RNTI is normally bigger, and the grant with the RA_RNTI is still under contention. Samsung assumes this is still a very rare case, so probably we can leave this to UE implementation.

· Panasonic thinks that if the UE receives an UL grant before the end of the RACH procedure, he should continue the RACH procedure.  Anyway QC clarifies that this should only happen when we don’t have a configured SR.

=>  We can think about this further.

Other

R2-080679:
BSR Selection
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

=>  Agreed

R2-080764:
UE transmission power headroom report for LTE
Ericsson

· NSN understands that the triggers are being discussed in RAN1. NSN is fine with proposals 4,5 and 6. Will focus on 4-6 now.

· Samsung thinks the need for a periodic trigger should also be discussed with RAN1.

· Motorola wonders if we really need 8 bits ? What is the targeted granularity (Motorola assumes we only have a range of 53dB) ? Due to byte alignment, Ericsson sees no strong reasons to optimise.

· ALU agrees that 8 bits is probably not needed. ALU thinks it would be good to discuss this further with other reporting. Ericsson agrees that encoding can be discussed.

· NSN has proposed earlier to use 6 bits, but understand the byte alignment issue.

· Ericsson clarified it was not the intention to have the headroom reported as part of the MAC header.

Proposal 5:

- 
Samsung wonders if we need to sent it even if we have an empty buffer.

	Agreements:

1) We agree that the power headroom will be reported as (part of) a MAC CE.


R2-081116:
Discussion on BSR triggering and reporting
Sunplus mMobile Inc.

=> Updated before presentation in R2-081205

R2-081205:
Discussion on BSR triggering and reporting
Sunplus mMobile Inc.

· NSN wonders whether the only concern is 2 bytes of unnecessary BSR ? Sunplus agrees since the eNB already knows this information. NSN thinks it is still beneficial for the eNB to get a complete picture (the UE might have discarded data).

· Ericsson sees no benefits for proposal 2. 

=>  Noted; very limited support.

R2-081146:
UL Grant Indicating No Resource Allocation
Fujitsu

5.1.1.6
Random Access procedure

RACH model (picture). Msg2 details to be agreed. RACH info in HO-complete ? Only one or more than one ramping cycles ? …
Msg2 format: C-RNTI optimisation
R2-080701:
On setting the C-RNTI in RACH message two
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-081038:
Allocation of a “short” CRNTI in msg2
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-080824:
Scheme for C-RNTI Assignment in RACH Message Two
Samsung

R2-080825:
Comparison on the Solutions for C-RNTI Assignment in RACH Message Two
Samsung

Msg2 format: other

R2-080909:
DL Assignment in Msg2 - LG Electronics Inc.

R2-081120:
RA Response format - Sunplus mMobile Inc., CATT, ASUSTeK, ITRI
Disc

Msg2 format: backoff

R2-080904:
Random access response format with back-off control
ASUSTeK

=> R2-081212

R2-081212:
Random access response format with back-off control
ASUSTeK

· ALU agrees that the overhead of payload would be smaller (only to be sent once), but you increase the control overhead (PDCCH). In addition the UE needs to detect another RNTI.

· Asustek think it is good to have a solution where the backoff information really only needs to be sent during overload situations

· NSN thinks having it in Msg2 is more logical because it is a message that the UE is anyway receiving. Ericsson agrees with this. If we have a separate message, we would anyway have to monitor to the end of the window. LG would also prefer to keep it in Msg2.

=>  Backoff parameters are in Msg2.

R2-080924:
Backoff parameter in Msg2
Alcatel-Lucent

· ZTE thinks that the entry for each UE is not necessarily fixed size. Then this proposal might be more tricky.

· LG wonders what will happen if there is no room to include it ? eNB should choose a bigger format (or leave out some responses).

· NSN wonders why proposal 5 is needed ? ALU clarifies it is for the padding case.

R2-080948:
Random Access Message Two
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· ALU wonders if NSN thinks that the backoff would only be 4 bits ? NSN thinks this would be ok, but this proposal we could go up to 6 bits.

· ALU would like to leave the bit for a per-UE optimisation

· QC support this proposal. QC thinks 4 bits is enough.

· Ericsson also support this proposal. Ericsson would not like to go for more than 5 bits, so that at least 1 bit is left for future extensions.

· ZTE asks what the 4 bits would mean ? NSN was not assuming a lineair value range, but more exponential.

R2-081035:
Message 2 Structure with Back-Off Parameters
LG Electronics Inc.

· In the LG proposal we have the header structure as in 3a, and then per header either:

       B=1: backoff parameters with list of RAID’s, or

       B=0: one RAID and TA,ULgrant and RNTI.
· Samsung start to wonder whether we have a normal MAC header in Msg2, and distinguish the difference between backoff and normal response by LCID.

· Motorola wonders if there is a need to make the backoff parameters UE specific ? So do we need a list of UE-Id’s ? So do we want to backoff UE’s in RACH procedure with to low power to be detected ?

· Motorola thinks this concept of backoff per UE seems strange.

· QC thinks one value is sufficient (no linking to UE’s is needed).

	Agreements:

1) Presence of the overload control will be indicated by using the 2nd bit in the RAID subheader

2) The overload control will be applicable to all UE’s receiving the RA-RNTI (for confirmed UE’s (RAID in msg2) only if they loose contention), unless they have a dedicated preamble allocated for the next opportunity

3) Agree to the format as indicated in fig2 in R2-080948, except for the base CRNTI part.


R2-080950:
On back-off in Random Access Procedures
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Ericsson agrees with proposal 1. They are a bit concerned about proposal 2.

· For proposal 1, Ericsson thinks that as long as the dedicated preamble is valid, the UE should not apply backoff.

· NSN thinks that dedicated preamble are in complete control of the eNB so why apply backoff.

· NSN would like to rephrase the proposal2, to increment the preamble count every time it transmits a preamble.

· Ericsson understand the proposal to indicate that even if RRC fails contention resolution, you would still need to increment the re-attempt counter. 

· NSN confirms that they would like to have MSg3 and Msg4 failures as an integral part of the RACH procedure. So there is only 1 procedure and it covers all these cases. Ericsson is worried about the interaction with RRC.

· LG support the rephrased proposal 2 from NSN. We should also have some consistency between MAC and RRC contention handling.

· Ericsson thinks we are pushing more and more towards MAC.

· QC wonders whether this proposal would lead to always incrementing the power (at every next attempt).

· Motorola thinks the NSN is simple/sufficient; We could even continue to ramp the power. Ericsson thinks this might not be sufficient. 

· LG thinks that power handling in case of MAC contention failure and backoff is also not sufficient.

=>  Email discussion on the handling of Msg3/Msg4 failure handling in case of MAC and RRC contention, and on power handling  / max attempt handling in these cases and backoff  See if any changes to MAC/RRC in relation to the RACH procedure are needed. Ofcourse changes should only be made if really considered necessary. Ericsson will be rapporteur.

R2-080750:
Backoff for UEs of different priorities
China Mobile, ZTE

· Motorola wonders whether at relatively low loads that we are assuming (up to 5%), is it really bad to have a large backoff ? China Mobile agrees that overload control is a rare case, but would still like to differentiate different priorities.

· QC thinks the scheme might be counter productive: e.g. disaster scenario many “gold users” might attempt access, get small backoff and collide.

· China Mobile thinks what values are used is an implementation issue.

· Ericsson supports proposal 1 and 2, however would prefer not to have this included in the msg2.

· Since we already have the rule that dedicated signatures are excluded from backoff, it is already possible for the network to handle gold users better at handover than other users. NSN sees little value in this proposal. Anyway this overload condition should be very rare.

· China Mobile thinks that at handover a UE might also have to switch to contention preambles.

· Motorola wonders if the access class barring concept does not handling this sufficienly.

=>  So we have different mechanisms today: allocation dedicated preambles with long end-time to gold users, different access class barring settings for gold users. We can discuss whether additional mechanisms are needed.
Other

R2-080718:
RA-RNTI design
CATT

R2-080883:
RACH information in Handover Command
Panasonic

R2-080717:
Resource Reserving for Contention-free Random Access Procedure
CATT

R2-080751:
Overload handling for non-contention based RACH
China Mobile

R2-080852:
efficiency of Dedicated RA Preamble
Huawei

R2-080888:
Early Contention Loss Detection
ASUSTeK

R2-081069:
RACH Procedure Cancellation
Motorola

R2-081115:
Load Control of Non-contention based RACH
Motorola

R2-081133:
Discussion on Random Access Procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-081148:
Discussion on RA Procedure Optimization
Fujitsu

5.1.1.7
MAC PDU format

MAC padding granularity, order of MAC header fields (should actually already be decided as part of 4.3.1) ... ?
MAC padding

R2-080682:
MAC Padding
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-080827:
On omitting the last LF field
Samsung
Disc

· NSN thinks that the complexity that is proposed to be avoided will still remain because only at the end you will know if a padding BSR will fit. Samsung acknowledges this complexity, and is thinking about a proposal to remove this complexity. Anyway it should not be a motivation to introduce additional complexity.
R2-081049:
MAC Short Padding LCID
Nortel
Disc

R2-081123:
MAC Padding & Removal of Length Field for Last Element
Motorola
Disc

· With this proposal, we could get a second BSR 

· ALU wonders if we are only discussing uplink. Motorola is only considering UL.

· Samsung thinks there is no problem related to the last MAC subheader indicating a MAC CE. This will only happen when the MAC PDU only contains MAC CE’s.

· Motorola’s main concern with the L-bit solution is that it would have to redefine the E-bit interpretation. Ericsson thinks in that sense the proposal is the same as the NSN solution. Ericsson thinks the L-field solution is the simplest

R2-080936:
MAC Padding
Ericsson
Disc
Discussion

· QC wonders if there is really a problem. QC thinks that MAC could request RLC to produce suitable size PDU’s. NEC thinks that the problem could be overcome by RLC but it would make the interaction between RLC and MAC much more complex. (e.g. MAC would indicate to RLC that it can handle all sizes up to 10 bytes, but not size 8 and 9.).

· Samsung thinks this would be really complex.  Ericsson thinks that in case of VOIP not solving this problem could result in really unlucky overhead.

· Ericsson wonders whether the NSN solution requires really less changes ? It will change the rules for building the MAC subheader.

· LG wonders how in the L-field the solution, this can be differentiated from the case with 2 “0” octets. Samsung clarified we have the E and F bits.
Options:

1) Dummy padding subheader with padding LCID  [11]

-    in the beginning of the MAC PDU, but before the data subheaders

2) NOOP LCID [2]

3) L-field value of “0” [3]

=> Option 1 is selected

	Agreement:

1) Will go for the proposal from R2-080682

2) If there is data PDU’s inside the MAC PDU, these dummy padding subheaders shall be placed before any MAC subheader related to data

3) If there is no data PDU inside the MAC PDU, these dummy padding subheaders can be placed anywhere, but not as the last MAC CE.


Other:

R2-080680:
LCID for Scheduling Information
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-080925:
Scheduling Information format
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

5.1.1.8
Semi-persistent scheduling 

Details for semi-persistent scheduling: how to identify PDCCH signalling working on semi-persistent allocations ? How are semi-persistent allocations deactivated ? Details of PDCCH content interpretation  ….. If we have settled this in more detail, we should also be able to have a better view on what signalling should be supported by RRC.

How to differentiate semi/dyn allocations ?

R2-081072:
Allocation of semi-persistent resources
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· QC clarified they would prefer to have 1-bit in the PDCCH for this.

· Samsung thinks that proposal 2 is only valid when we go for explicit signalling. If we can go for implicit signalling, there should be no work for RAN1.

· Ericsson is not sure whether there is really a difference between 1.2 and 2.2 w.r.t. explicit and implicit. Probably 2.2 is also explicit. 

· Motorola thinks that until we get the PDCCH format from RAN1, it will be difficult to make a choice. E.g. what is the cost of an additional bit of field code.

· Ericsson would really prefer solutions without additional overhead for dynamic scheduling. Currently the only solution so far that meets this seems to be the separate C-RNTI.

· Panasonic clarifies that RAN1 has agreed on a 16-bit CRC always on PDCCH, which by some companies was considered only just enough for keeping the false alarm rate low.

=>  Email discussion up to the next meeting: what are the alternative for discriminating semi-persistent PDCCH “commands” and dynamic “commands” [Ericsson]
R2-080765:
Configuration of semi-persistent scheduling
Ericsson, Samsung
Disc

DL HARQ: link retransmissions to initial transmission

R2-081081:
ReTransmission of Persistent Scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-080719:
Process ID allocation for downlink persistent scheduling
CATT
Disc

R2-080828:
HARQ retransmission for the persistent scheduling
Samsung
Disc

R2-081020:
DL Persistent HARQ Id's
Nortel
Disc

Release

R2-081158:
UL semi-persistent resource release
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
Disc

R2-081074:
Release of semi-persistent resources
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-080853:
UL persistent resource release
Huawei
Disc

R2-080810:
Explicit Resource Release for Semi-Persistent Scheduling
Research In Motion Ltd
Disc

DL persistent: other

R2-080683:
Persistent scheduling for DL
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

UL persistent: other

R2-080684:
Persistent scheduling for UL
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-080885:
Simulation for Multiple Patterns
CATT
Disc

R2-080887:
Identification of the demand for more UL resource
ASUSTeK
Disc

R2-080829:
Issues on VoIP support
Samsung
Disc

R2-080811:
Various issues regarding SR channel handling
Research In Motion Ltd
Disc

Late/Not available

R2-081023:
PDCCH control of semi-persistent scheduling
Philips
Disc

5.1.1.9
Other (unicast)

R2-080834:
Resource handling during persistent scheduling
NEC
Disc

R2-080907:
On Notification of Failed Delivery of TB
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-081021:
Operation of E-UTRAN UL Scheduling and DRX
Philips, NXP Semiconductors
Disc

R2-081022:
Control of HARQ for RACH messages 3 and 4
Philips, NXP Semiconductors
Disc

Late/Not available

R2-081185:
UL coverage enhancement for VoIP transmission
Philips, NXP Semiconductors

5.1.1.10
MBMS

R2-080698:
MAC in multi-cell and single-cell MBMS
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-081031:
Discussion on LTE MBMS MAC Model
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-081117:
MAC, RLC and PDCP for EMBMS
Motorola
Disc

5.1.2
RLC (36.322)

5.1.2.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-081182:
Open issue list for TS 36.322
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (TS 36.322 Editor) Report 36.322 REL-8
· Open issue 2.1. is resolved (RLC-TM)

· Rapporteur suggests to agree on current AMD PDU /PDU segment field order.

· Motorola thought there might be some benefit of placing the E-bit before P-field. Maybe the processing order would be easier.

=>  Confirm current order of field in AMD PDU & AMD PDU segment header

· Name of “Segmentation Info” ? Should it be changed ?

· Will change the name to “Framing Info”.

=>  Noted

R2-081172:
Draft CR001 for TS 36.322 v8.0.0
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (TS 36.322 Editor) CR1 36.322 REL-8
· Same version as provided by email two weeks ago

=>  Approved as baseline for further changes

Late/Not available

R2-081171:
Draft CR001 for TS 36.322 v8.0.0
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (TS 36.322 Editor) CR? 36.322 REL-8
=>  Withdrawn
=> 
5.1.2.2
RLC header formats
The order of [D/C, RF, P, SI and E] in AMD PDU / AMD PDU segment needs to be confirmed / decided. The position of padding (R field) bits in a STATUS PDU needs to be decided (i.e. after each entry of ACK_SN and NACK_SN or only at the end of the STATUS PDU).
R2-080906:
Order of Short UMD header fields
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
· Agreed

R2-081124:
RLC Poll Indication when no Data to Transmit
Motorola
Disc
· Ericsson would still prefer to resend the latest outstanding PDU when a poll needs to be transmitted. Ericsson thinks that in many cases the grant will be sufficiently large to sent the complete PDU. It could be a PDU segment when the grant is smaller. Motorola wonders why the UE would get a grant, because your buffer would be empty. Ericsson replies that anyway the UE would have to ask for a grant.

· Samsung wonders if the last PDU was 1000byte, would the UE request for a grant of 1000byte just to send a poll ? Ericsson thinks that if there is no resource problem, why not ? Samsung replies that in UMTS we had the same discussion, and then concluded that we had polling SUFI to prevend this.

· NTT DCM thinks the UE should not report outstanding RLC PDU’s in the BSR. So the BSR should report what the UE really wants to sent.

· Samsung thinks we have agreed that the UE is allowed not to send the full PDU. NTT DCM assumes the UE should just report this minimum AMD PDU segment size.

· Motorola thinks there are even problems in the DL. Even how the UE constructs the status report is not clear. E.g. if the UE only receives a zero byte segment of a complete PDU, should this PDU be covered by the ACK SN.

· Ericsson thinks that in 50% or more of the cases (PDU typically larger than STATUS), the best solution is to resend the complete PDU.  So Motorola wonders whether we should thus mandate the UE to resend the whole PDU. Ericsson thinks the UE should report the whole PDU in the BSR. Motorola thinks this would indeed be normal behaviour. So the proposal would be to retransmit the complete PDU.

· Samsung is not happy with that proposal. LG thinks this is also a completely new proposal.LG thinks that if you set the offset to the last byte and length zero, there should be no problem. LG thinks that UE RLC should only retransmit the complete PDU when the explicitly NACKed. In UMTS we had autonomous retransmission of the last PDU in earlier releases, and there were many problems. Ericssons that although there is a polling PDU in UTRAN in DL Rel-7, there is no requirement to use it. Ericsson thinks the UMTS Rel-99 solution works fine.

· Ericsson clarifies that the RLC retransmission rate should be low in LTE.

· Nokia has very slight preference for complete PDU. Asustek prefers the full PDU retransmission. Panasonic also prefers this. QC has slight preference for control PDU. NTT DCM agrees with retransmitting the complete PDU.

	Agreement:

1) In case a poll needs to be transmitted, the UE will resend it with the complete latest outstanding RLC PDU (i.e. complete in PDU reported in BSR)


5.1.2.3
RLC-UM (HARQ) re-ordering

Should this be a pure “pull based” solution, or is the current solution ok ?
R2-081181:
E-mail discussion on RLC UM receive operations
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (E-mail rapporteur) Report 36.322
REL-8
=> Noted
R2-080908:
UM window operation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc



R2-080938:
RLC UM Window Operation
Ericsson
Disc



· 5.1.2.2.3, should not remove padding (don’t have that in LTE RLC)

· Samsung would like to understand the problem. So is the problem caused by considering the retransmission a wrap around rather than a duplicate ? Yes. 

· LG clarifies that the pull model solves the duplicate detection.

· NTT DCM thinks that the pull model disadvantage is to erroneously discard a packet which is really a wrap around. This could be prevented at the transmitted side ? LG assumes this is really really a rare case given that we have HARQ. Samsung agrees that having such statement would probably be ok.

· Motorola indicates that in the text proposal, the modulo operation seems to be missing in some cases. LG has the same feeling.

· Motorola is happy to adopt this proposal as baseline. 

=> Agree to use this text as baseline for RLC-UM re-ordering. Will have offline activity up to tomorrow to try to come to an agreeable CR in R2-081218.
5.1.2.4
RLC-AM HARQ window / ARQ window management

Important input for this agenda item should be the output of the email discussion. Concerns e.g. VR(X) updating, VR(MS) updating,…
R2-081180:
E-mail discussion on RLC AM receive operations
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (E-mail rapporteur) Report
· NTT DCM proposes to agree on the intentions, but leave the text proposal to R2-080939 (or updates)

Proposal 3:

· Can a missing PDU below VR(X) still trigger T-reordering ?

· Samsung is quite neutral to the discussion (gain versus cleaness of the spec). NTT DCM is not to worried about to much STATUS PDU overhead since it should not happen to frequently. So NTT DCM is not concerned about the overhead (also have status prohibit) and thinks there is a benefit in the earlier reporting of the packet as missing. LG agrees with NTT DCM. Nokia is quite neutral but thinks there is some benefit of the NTT DCM approach.

Two options:

1) Missing PDU below VR(X) will trigger T-reordering [5]

2) Missing PDU below VR(X) will not trigger T-reordering [2]

	Agreements:

1) Agree on the new definitions of VR(MS) and ACK_SN (see Annex A.1 for text proposal).
2) Agree on updating VR(X) only when T_reordering starts/expires (see Annex A.2 for text proposal).
3) Missing PDU’s below VR(X) will trigger T-reordering

4) Agree on revising the VR(MS) updating procedure as suggested above (see Annex A.3 for text proposal).
5) Agree on removing the reference to “STATUS transmitting window and to rephrase the definition of VR(MR) (see Annex A.4 for text proposal).


There will be offline activity during the break on a joint text proposal. Companies are invited to participate.

R2-080693:
HARQ reordering for RLC retransmitted PDU
ASUSTeK
Disc
· After the decision on the VR(X), can still look at the first 3 proposals:

Proposal 1:

- 
Ericsson assumes that the value anyway needs to be configured, so there is no problem to configure it.
Proposal 2/3:

-
No support for this type of optimisations. Nokia/Ericsson would prefer not to have this type of optimisations.
=> Noted

R2-080691:
Window based reordering for AM
ASUSTeK
Disc
· Core of the proposal is to have a HARQ re-ordering window.

· Motorola’s analysis is that this is an optimisation only providing marginal benefit. Ericsson thinks this proposal thinks this proposal does not provide any benefit since the number of PDU’s would have to be large enough to handle large re-orderings anyway. 

· Asustek thinks that due to that DL HARQ is asynchronuous, the HARQ timer is difficult to configure aggressively. 

=>  No support for this type of proposal

R2-080939:
RLC AM Window Operation
Ericsson
Disc
· Ericsson indicates an updated text proposal is available in R2-081219.

Proposal 6:

· Motorola is a bit concerned about this proposal; is this really needed ? Ericsson clarified that they saw quite some ambiguity with the current text in this respect, and saw very little cost of removing it.

· NTT DCM clarifies that the current text considers all hypothetical cases, but NTT DCM agrees that probably in reality how frequent this “SO” variables are really used will be very low, they think it is worth the simplification of the spec.

· Motorola is fine, but would then make sure that we do not re-introduce these corner cases back again later.

· Ericsson thinks the real benefit is that it now allows an easier UE implementation.
	Agreements:

1) Introduce a receiver state variable VR(H) that holds the sequence number following that of the highest received AMD PDU.
2) Re-define VR(X) as the sequence number following that of the AMD PDU which triggered reordering.

3) Remove VR(X-SO) and VR(R-SO) and thereby simplify the receiver side operation.


Updated text proposal in R2-081219

R2-081219:
Text Proposal on RLC AM receive operations
· It was clarified that the text proposal in R2-081219 completely replaces the corresponding existing sections (5.1.3.2; 7.1)

· The also included “document showing functional changes”  is just for information.

=>  For email approval. Comments no later than next week Wednesday midnight pacific, and final update by Thursday midnight pacific. So what is up for approval is the file included with name “R2-081219” and NOT the file included with name “document showing functional changes” !
R2-081033:
RLC Window Management
InterDigital
Disc
=> Noted
5.1.2.5
Is duplicate detection needed for RLC-UM?
It should be clarified whether or not HARQ receiver delivers duplicated PDUs to RLC, and whether or not receiving UM RLC entity needs to perform duplicate detection.

Due to the decision on the pull approach of the RLC-UM window, RLC-UM will handle duplicates correctly.

· NTT DCM wonders if the MAC does not need to do any effort to try to prevent delivering duplicates ? Motorola assumes it is just sent up.

· QC agrees that MAC will deliver duplicates.
R2-080910:
Duplicate detection in MAC or RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
· (focus only on MAC text proposal)

· Ericsson wonders what the problem is that is attempted to be solved ? After clarification, Ericsson is ok with the text proposal to the MAC specification.

· QC would prefer not to change unless there is a strong reason.

=>  At last the addition with the “otherwise” seems required, however some companies would like to think about it more. Can come back in the next meeting.
R2-080721:
Duplicate Detection for RLC UM
CATT
Disc
=> Noted without presentation
R2-081066:
RLC-UM Duplicate Detection
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
=> Noted without presentation
5.1.2.6
Segmentation and concatenation
Currently, there is not text regarding segmentation / concatenation in the transmit operation sections for AM and UM data transfer. First, it should be discussed whether we really want to leave segmentation / concatenation behaviour up to implementation (as have been expressed vocally in past meetings). If so, to what extent do we specify the behaviour in 36.322?
R2-081159:
RLC segmentation and concatenation
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
Disc
· NEC supports this proposal

· LG would like the segmentation/concatenation completely to the transmitter implementation freedom. LG thinks the standard can give some guideline but not require any detailed constraints.

· Samsung agrees with the intention of the proposal.

· NTT DCM wonders what kind of details LG would not like to specify ?

· Panasonic thinks that probably specifying the order (control, retrans, trans) is sufficient. Is really anything else needed ? 

· Ericsson thinks that it might be good to clarify that RLC should make as large as possible PDU’s. However this makes an assumption on the MAC/RLC interaction, that MAC informs RLC about a maximum size.

· Nokia could consider some sort of principles/requirements but the interaction should not be specified.

· So the intention could be something like: logical channel prioritisation in MAC determines how much bits each logical channel may provide and indicates this to RLC. Then RLC should try to fill this as good as possible. However we should probably not really specify this in any detail in the spec.

· NTT DCM asks where we should it be specified ?  

· Motorola assumes that anything we specify should be testable. Unless we only want to go for guidelines.

· Guidelines or Testeable requirements ? Mot/QC/LG would prefer only guidelines. Offline discussion should start with only guidelines and we can see what comes out.

· NTT DCM wonders why only guidelines ? Will UE vendors to honour guidelines ? Ericsson sees no problem if UE vendors would not strictly follow the guidelines.

=>  Can work offline on text proposal.

R2-081162:
RLC transmit operation
Motorola
Disc
· NTT DCM indicates that this is in principle already covered in 6.2.2.2. first sentence.

· Ericsson indicates that the same issue was discussed for UTRAN, and it was concluded not to specify anything special because this should already be the general behaviour.

· Ericsson thinks it is already covered but is not against further clarification

=>  Not needed; already sufficient clear.
5.1.2.7
RLC retransmission
Currently, both the Local NACK at the transmitter and the status report from the receiver can trigger RLC retransmission. When both of these triggers are configured, duplicated retransmissions can occur. It should be discussed if we still want Local NACK, and if so, whether or not there is a need to avoid a duplicated retransmissions and how.
Do we have local-NACK ?

R2-080991:
Local NACK and HARQ-ARQ Interaction
NEC
Disc
· NEC assumes a difference of a few 10’s of subframes between the local NACK detection and the T-reordering timer.

R2-080911:
RLC retransmission based on Local NACK
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Discussion

· CATT supports having the local NACK. Simulation results have shown large performance benefits. 

· Motorola would prefer removal.

· Ericsson would like to keep this in the specifications. They do see a slight benefit in reducing the RTT when the max HARQ is exceeded.

· NEC thinks this can be implemented without specifying it. Motorola understands from Ericsson that they would like UE’s to implement it. Motorola thinks we should at least not introduce further mechanism to fix issues coming out of local NACK. So Motorola thinks there is no need to prevent duplicate retransmissions due to this.

· Ericsson agrees to this; they also do not see a need to prevent the duplicate retransmissions. So they would like to keep it but without further enhancements. Motorola agrees with this.

· NEC thinks we should think about testing.

· NTT DCM assumes that reaching max HARQ could be very rare so no need to prevent duplicates.

=>  Not need to prevent duplicates.

· Ericsson would like to see a “shall” requirement in the UE for the retransmission. LG would prefer not to have a “shall statement”. NTT DCM thinks that if it is in the spec, it should be mandatory for the UE.

· Ericsson thinks this was agreed long time ago. From the network point of view, Ericssion would really like to have this mandatory UE implementation.

· Offline discussions:

1) Make mandatory for the UE (good for network)

2) Remove (make simple UE)

3) Have optional

-
IDT would prefer optional support with “may”.

	Agreement:

1)   ARQ retransmission based on local NACK 1 are kept with “may” in the spec, and the mechanism is not further enhanced (so both in RLC and MAC, a “may” should be indicated).

2)    The requirement for the UE to retransmit a RLC PDU when receiving a NACK in a STATUS PDU, shall be changed from a “should” to a “shall”


If we have, what is retransmission interaction with ARQ ?

R2-080722:
RLC Retransmission
CATT
Disc
=> Noted without presentation
R2-080740:
RLC ARQ retransmission
ZTE
Disc
=> Noted without presentation
R2-080855:
ARQ retransmission at RLC layer
Huawei
Disc
=> Noted without presentation
5.1.2.8
Other (unicast)

R2-081125:
RLC Byte Count Based Poll Trigger - Motorola, Qualcomm, Ericsson, InterDigital, Panasonic, Texas Instruments, LGE
Disc

· Samsung thinks we have agreed not to specify the transmission buffer size per RB. So how can the network configure a sensible threshold ? Ericsson assumes that probably there is one RB with the majority of the throughput. So it should be feasible to set the threshold based on the total buffer size of the UE.

· Samsung asks why not sent STATUS reports from the eNB ? Motorola thinks this can only work if the network has sufficient knowledge. Probably it is not possible for the network to determine this accurately. Samsung thinks that the network should be sufficiently aware.

· QC thinks it would be complicated for the eNB to work it out based on STATUS PDU’s. Ericsson agrees it would be possible, but it would be easier when the trigger is coming from the UE.

1) We have a Byte Count based poll trigger in Rel-8 [10]

2) We do not have a Byte Count based poll trigger in Rel-8 [4]

· We will have the byte count based poll trigger. 

· Nokia wonders whether the “every poll bytes” and “every poll PDU’s” are independent ? Ericsson would prefer to have them combined in one trigger. So if one of them triggers, your reset both counters.

· QC wonders whether a regular poll would reset the counters ? Should also reset.

	Agreements

1)     Will have a byte count based poll trigger (additional trigger)

2)     Any poll that the UE sends will reset both the Poll_PDU and Poll_Byte counters, irrespective of the cause of the poll. 


R2-080769:
Small Open RLC Issues
Ericsson
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
NTT DCM thinks this is already clear.

Proposal 2:

· LG thinks all “1” is more safe than all “0”. Ericsson thinks that anyway the value of all “0” cannot be used for any other purpose. LG wonders if there could be the case that the SOstart has a value all “0”. Then it might be confusing. Samsung supports all “1”.

=>  Text proposal is agreed, with replacing to all “1”’s.
R2-080912:
Removal of transmission buffer in TM RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· NTT DCM wonders when RRC sends a CCCH message to RLC. Should RLC not buffer this ? In a shared channel we always have to buffer up to the scheduling opportunity.

· LG thinks you could buffer in RRC. SK thinks if we buffer in RRC, the “new data arrival” trigger for BSR will not work. LG replies that for UL CCCH msg’s there is no BSR.

=> Noted (either way is fine, so we can keep it).
R2-081154:
In-order delivery to PDCP outside handover
Motorola
Disc

· LG thinks that now the text mentions “in-sequence” twice.

· Agree to change in both places “deliver them to PDCP” to “Deliver the RLC SDU’s to upper layer in sequence”. (rapporteur will take this into account)

· Should everywhere update in the spec “deliver to PDCP” to “deliver to upper layers”.

R2-080926:
Clarification on RLC Status Report
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· LG wonders if ALU is considering a different format for a partial STATUS PDU ? This is not ALU’s intention.

· Ericsson thinks in the current specification, the UE would have to continue sending BSR’s until it gets a sufficient grant, or until a re-establishment is triggered. If this happens rarely this might be sufficient. So we should first analyse the seriousness.

=>  Noted
R2-080830:
L2 buffer management
Samsung
Disc

· Ericsson sees some benefits of not including the PDCP SDU buffer size in the capability. However how can we ensure the UE has sufficient memory ? Samsung thinks we could also signal the PDCP total memory size.

· Given that we did not agree on AQM, Ericsson would prefer to have one more meeting to think about this.

· Ericsson wonders if the total buffer size would be independently reported from the UE category, or would it be linked ? Ericsson would like to have a fixed value per category.

· Motorola wonders if there would be a benefit of separately signalling RLC and PDCP memory ? Samsung thinks that the network should have some means of not overflowing the UE memory. The network will not have any information on how the UE uses the PDCP SDU buffer so then it will be very hard to prevent buffer overflow at RLC level.

· Ericsson supports dynamic partioning of the UE memory.

· Main open issues are:

· How much is the eNB aware of the size of the PDCP SDU memory size ?

· Is the PDCP SDU memory dynamically shared with RLC memory ? Related to this, are they separately reported as UE capability or combined.

	Agreements:

1) Any RLC memory reported in UE capabilities, is at least dynamically shared between RLC entities in UL and DL.

FFS if this memory is also shared with PDCP, or if PDCP SDU’s are buffered in a separate memory pool.


R2-080831:
RLC out of sequence delivery?
Samsung
Disc

· Samsung thinks we could assume as a starting point that we do not have any out of sequence delivery to PDCP. If there would be applications that required this, we could revisit.

· Motorola agrees that currently it is not needed. ALU thinks there is no clear requirement now so we should not introduce it.

· BCCH use RLC-TM so there is no issue.

· RLC_TM will deliver in order or arrival. RLC-AM and RLC-UM will deliver in order of increasing RLC SN.

	Agreement:

1) RLC will always deliver SDU’s in increasing order of RLC SN’s to PDCP


R2-081077:
Duplicate Data at Handover
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-081155:
Immediate delivery to PDCP at handover
Motorola
Disc

R2-080739:
RLC AM reordering and status prohibit
ZTE
Disc

5.1.2.9
MBMS

R2-080699
RLC in multi-cell and single-cell MBMS
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

5.1.3
PDCP (36.323)

5.1.3.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-080964:
Progress of LTE PDCP
LG Electronics Inc. (rapporteur)
Report

=>  R2-080964 was revised in R2-081184 before the meeting since zip-file included wrong contents. 
R2-081184:
PDCP spec for approval LG Electronics Inc

· NSN asked if there was any change compared to R2-080964 ? R2-080964 contained the wrong contents. However R2-081184 contains the same contents as the outcome of the email discussion.

=>  Approved
R2-080965:
Agreement not captured in the PDCP editor CR
LG Electronics Inc. (rapporteur)
Report

· In 6.3.4. there is one occurrence of “MAC” which should be changed to “MAC-I”.

=>  Agreed with this change.
R2-080966:
Open issues for PDCP specifications
LG Electronics Inc. (rapporteur)
Report

· Noted

R2-080967:
Use of SRB and DRB terminology
LG Electronics Inc. (rapporteur)
Disc

· QC wonders that now we change user plane bearer to DRB, but we do not change user plane data to something.

=>  Will add in the spec that a DRB transport user plane data, and an SRB transport control plane data.

=> Agreed with this additional clarification.
5.1.3.2
Lossless handovers

Are any additions required for handling lossless handovers, e.g. in case of quick handovers in succession/handovers with no data exchanged in source cell ?

R2-080968:
Reordering at handover
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· LG clarifies that the text proposal is more for illustration purposes, and there might be more elegant ways to reflect the solutions in the spec.

· LG indicates that there is also an offline discussion ongoing. NSN clarifies that there is work ongoing on a proposal from Ericsson and NSN to provide a slide update of the spec, and this is reflector in R2-081341.

R2-081341:
Sequence Number Handling at PDCP
· ALU is concerned that if a packet is lost over X2, it is resulting in a delay of the next packet to higher layers in the UE. ALU clarified that we do not worry about X2 going out of order, then the target-eNB could just discard the packet. The packet that the UE received would immediately be delivered to higher layers, but now has to wait for the flush timer.

· NSN thinks it is more likely to have out of sequence than losses over X2. ALU has the opposite understanding.

· LG thinks we have previously agreed that the target should deliver packets with incrementing PDCP SN’s to the UE.

· In principle it should be possible to correct the problem identified by LG without changing the location of the re-ordering. NSN agrees.

· NSN thinks the location of the re-ordering would be better in the UE. 

· LG thinks that some of the simplifications also come from accepting other changes: e.g. before we thought it was important to decipher and decompress duplicate packets (to build up the decompressor context), but this does not happen in the updated proposed text.

· QC supports the intention to simplify.

=> After offline discussion the following agreement was reached

	Way forward:

1) We agree that the UE will have to use a “duplication avoidance window” after handover

2) We start an email discussion up to the next RAN2 meeting which has the target to deliver an updated text proposal related to the PDCP behaviour at handover, which includes the “duplication avoidance window”, and which tries to simplify/cleanup the current specification where possible.  The approach as used in the R2-081341 for determining the COUNT of packets should be seriously considered for this. (LG will be rapporteur)
3) If companies still want a re-ordering window in the UE at the next RAN2 meeting, we will take the discussion then (should then e.g. be able to judge the difference in UE complexity based on comparing text proposals).

4) Changes not related to the PDCP behaviour at handover can still be agreed at this meeting and included in the specification update.


R2-081076:
Avoiding HFN de-synchronization at handover
Qualcomm Europe, Samsung
Disc

R2-081058:
PDCP Open Issue 6 (potentially incorrect SN if no data is received after first HO): HO after HO Motorola
Disc

R2-081067:
Failure to recognize some duplicates
Motorola
Disc

R2-081068:
PDCP Open Issue 28: delayed delivery
Motorola
Disc

R2-081078:
SDU left in reordering buffer at handover
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-081147:
Handling of PDCP SDU Discard Timer at HO
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-080681:
SN Handling at PDCP
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
R2-081061:
Duplicate Mishandling
Motorola
Disc

5.1.3.3
Other (unicast)

R2-080902:
PDCP status report carrying LIS only
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· LG proposes to only have the change to 6.3.10.

=>  Change proposal for 6.3.10. is agreed.
R2-080942:
Reference specifications of the security functions
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· Motorola they have a stage-3 document which describes the document.

=>  We should ask our collegues in SA3 to keep us informed.
R2-080969:
Correction of status report coding
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· QC wonders if we could signal the highest value to indicate that 0 is the first missing. LG thinks the problem is if you have not received anything. Indeed it seems we could initialise to the max value.

· LG thinks with their proposal, the bitmap is reduced by 1.

· ALU supports the proposal. NSN also support this. Ericsson is ok.

=>  Proposal is agreed

R2-081080:
PDCP editorial suggestions
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

=>  Proposed text updates are agreed
R2-081135:
PDCP Security Updates
Motorola
Disc

· Ericsson remarks that there is something missing in the third paragraph of section 5.4 related to a previous agreement. Can be discussed with rapporteur offline.

· ALU thinks that the sentence on “If HFN desynchronis……..” should not be added.

· Addition of “unciphered” in last sentence of 5.4 is not needed (confusing).

=>  With these 2 changes the text proposal is agreed
R2-080818:
PDCP Open Issue 10a: subsections
Motorola
Disc

· Ericsson would prefer not to add sections when it is not clear yet how to fill them. Ericsson does not see a need for any of the proposed changes.

· Title update of 5.5 is incorrect.

=>  Further comments can be provided to Motorola offline.
5.1.3.4
MBMS

R2-080700:
Support for MBMS in PDCP (TS 36.323)
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

5.1.4
UE capabilities (36.306)

5.1.4.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-081109:
Status Report for TS36.306 UE Capabilities - Motorola (Rapporteur) – Report  36.306 REL-8
· Motorola indicates that nothing is brought in from RAN1 yet. This will happen after this meeting, to include their agreements from the Sevilla and Sorrento meetings.

=>  Noted
R2-081108:
Draft CR to 36.300 on Update to E-UTRA UE capabilities
Motorola (Rapporteur)
CR1 36.306 REL-8
· Ericsson wonders if half-duplex is included in the CR. No this is not included yet. This will need to be added after this meeting based on RAN1 input.

=>  Approved as basis for further work
5.1.4.2
Other

R2-080899:
Minimum number of radio bearers per UE category - T-Mobile, Ericsson, Huawei, Qualcomm, IPWireless, Nextwave, Telecom Italia
· Motorola wonders whether this is a minimum and the UE could signal even support for more RB’s ? Ericsson indicates that the intention is to have 1 fixed value. So there is no need to signal this value.

=>  We agree that a fixed capability should be captured in RRC, not in 36.306.

· Vdf wonders why mandate 8 DRB’s ? Simple UE’s could live with always less ? Ericsson proposes one value for simplicity. Also it is an alignment with the network.

· LG thinks 8 is to much for simple UE’s. 

· Nokia thinks having value is simple and 8 is acceptable. Nokia wonders what “in parallel” means ? Can they all be present in one subframe ? This is not Ericsson’s intention. Ericsson could live with a lower limit per subframe. The intention is 8 RB’s that can be setup and not rejected because of the number.

· Agree to remove the “in parallel”.

· So if we agree with this, we would clarify somewhere in 36.331 that “UE’s of categories 1-5 shall support 8 DRB’s.”

· NTT DCM wonders about data cards. Would 8 not be too many for data cards. Ericsson would prefer not to create separate UE classes for data cards.

· Samsung wonders how this related to the size of the LCID we have selected. Future catagories could potentially support more.

	Agreements:

Indicate in 36.331 that:

1) UE’s of category 1-5 shall support 8 DRB’s

2) UE’s of category 1-5 shall support 9 or 10 RLC-AM entities (depending on the RLC mode of SRB2) 


=> RRC rapporteur will take care of this.

R2-081000:
UE Capabilities related to 3GPP2 mobility
Motorola, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nortel, Verizon Disc

· Chairman asks why “measurement gaps” & “single/dual transmitter”. Measurement gaps are related to whether the UE would receive potentially too much interference from the other band to measure, so even with a double rx/tx still wants a gap. If the UE has a double receiver, it would be possible for him to receive system information in parallel to operate in LTE.

=>  Text proposal is agreed.
R2-081136:
UE power consumption and processing limitations
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc

R2-081152:
L2 UE capability limitations
Ericsson
Disc

R2-080720:
HARQ process number in TDD
CATT
Disc

MBMS

R2-081028:
Discussion on minimum MBMS UE capability in LTE
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

5.1.5
Model of the physical layer (36.302)

5.1.5.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
5.1.5.2
Other

Annex G:
Report of LTE control plane session (AI 5.2)

For convenience the summary R2-081332 of the LTE control plane session (agenda item 5.2) is copied into this annex. 

Note: The report of this session was already agreed separately under agenda item 8.2.

5.2
Control plane

5.2.1
RRC (36.331)

5.2.1.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-080892
E-UTRA RRC Updated version of CR 001 (v05)
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
1r1
36.331
REL-8

· Version already agreed via email

R2-080949
E-UTRA RRC Updated version of CR 001 (v06)
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
1r1
36.331
REL-8

· Agreed as baseline version

R2-080893
E-UTRA RRC main issues
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Disc


· Proposal from rapporteur to do email review of detailed issues on connection control

Outcome

-
Discuss on Friday way forward for RRC and other specs

5.2.1.2
Connection control 

Further details regarding message contents and associated procedures. RRC connection & RB establishment/ release e.g. details of connection release, access class barring & resumption upon re-establishment, use of default configurations,. Intra-LTE mobility, …

Connection Establishment

R2-080955
Identities in RRC CONN REQ (“Msg3”) & RRC CONN SETUP COMPLETE (“Msg5”)
Samsung
Disc

R2-080812
Use of MME Group id for load balancing
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

When to use random id or S/TMSI?

1     UE registered in TA of current cell ->S-TMSI

2     UE registered in PLMN but not in TA of current cell

· Random number + GUMMEI in Connection Setup Complete + S-TMSI in NAS message

· S-TMSI + GUMEGI in Connection Setup Complete + potential to omit S-TMSI in NAS message

=>
Agree S-TMSI

3     UE not registered in PLMN?

· Should be identical handling to case 2

4     UE not registered

· Random number

Agreements:

· Keep 40bits for the length of random number (same length as S-TMSI) 
· We work on assumption that eNB, if possible, contacts the MME that has the UE's context. We will liaise with SA2 our decision based on this assumption and ask then to inform us if the assumption was not correct.

· Random number in RRC Connection Request only used for case that UE not registered, otherwise S-TMSI is used. 

· GUMMEGI included in RRC Connection Setup Complete if UE not registered in TA of current cell

· S-TMSI and GUMMEGI provided by NAS when needed (i.e. conditions for including GUMMEGI will be captured in NAS specs)

· Send LS to SA2 to confirm above assumption and inform them of our decisions. Ask them to inform us if there discussion on 'active' MME load balancing impact these decisions. ALU - tdoc allocated from Monday.

Thursday:

-
End of Thursday a concern was raised with the decision o use S-TMSI in cases 2 and 3.

-
Comeback Friday

R2-081165
Access Class barring and cell reselection handling during RRC connection establishment procedure
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
Disc

· Clarified that NAS can only now if the UE is barred from access after an access attempt has been made. Access barring timer expected to be order of minutes.

· Not covered in paper but clarified that if barring information changes in system information then access barring timer, if running, is reset.

· Clarified that previous agreement was that random draw approach is only applied to ACs 0-9

· Clarified that emergency calls are seen as AC10 calls (irrespective of the other access classes the UE may belong to)

· Current contents of system information in 36.331:

· 
access probability for 0-9 (can be 100%)

· 
bit map for AC 10-15

· 
timer

· Proposed AS-NAS modelling that AS just indicates failures to NAS and AS keeps T303 running after the failed establishment attempt while the UE is in idle

· Alternative modelling that AS indicates to NAS when the AC is barred (which can start only at an access attempt) and then indicate when AC is not barred (i.e. when timer expires or reset)

· Commented that the UE can not know that only emergency calls are possible until a call is attempted. 

Agreements:

· Proposal 1 agreed - leaving AS-NAS modelling to be discussed offline

· Proposal 2 agreed (just a re-confirmation of the previous agreement that the random draw approach is only applied to ACs 0-9) 

· UE does not maintain T303 on entry to RRC Connected (detail point in time not very critical and can be concluded offline)

· People to check offline if there are any conflicts with SA1 requirements to indicate to use that only emergency calls are possible. If conflict found then LS can be sent.

· Proposal 4 agreed
R2-081107
Cell Reselection during RRC Connection Establishment
Motorola, Panasonic, Qualcomm
Disc

· Clarified that during wait time UE behaviour is same as idle.

· Commented that whole procedure including L3 retires may be a few seconds and so there is concern if reselection is not supported during RRC Connection Establishment procedure 

· Commented that any reselection likely to be intra-frequency as there are mot measurement opportunities for inter-freq/RAT 
Question 1 - reselection during RRC Connection Establishment procedure

Alt1

· No reselection during T300 but reselection can occur between RRC retires

Alt2

· UE implementation when reselection can occur during RRC Connection Establishment procedure (including all RRC retries) - explicit statement that reselection during the procedure is UE implementation. 

Alt3

· Specify UE behaviour if reselection occurs during the procedure. Specify that reselection is stopped at entry into RRC Connected. No explicit statement that reselection during the procedure is UE implementation. 

Question 2 - if reselection occurs (e.g. during wait time or at other times depending on outcome of above) then:

· AS retries without involving NAS (except if UE not registered in new TA when AS fails and NAS takes further action); or

· AS fails and NAS retries

Agreement:

-
UE continues measurements and reselection evaluation until enters RRC connected mode

-
If T300 is running and reselection evaluation determines that reselection is required this should be performed before the next retry (e.g. T300 expiry, loosing contention,...)

· If reselection occurs then AS fails and NAS retries. 

· LS to inform CT1 of decision to ensure that specify appropriate behaviour for this case in their specs. To be included in liaison on AC barring allocated Monday (DoCoMo) R2-081206.

R2-080975
Issues on Access Class Barring
Vodafone
Disc

· Proposal 1 is consistent with current state of 36.331

Agreements

· Proposal 1 agreed - confirmation is current state of 331

· Proposal 2 agreed - timer of the order of minutes - offline discussion to determine value range to be used in next version of CR

R2-080895
Specification of Access checking
Samsung, T-Mobile, NTT DoCoMo
Disc

Agreed to be included in CR

R2-080756
IE “Wait time” in RRC CONNECTION REJECT
Ericsson
Disc

· Questioned whether there is any benefit to use the zero value wait timer (request for UE to immediately retry)

Question 1 - if UE-AS receives RRC Connection Reject with a finite wait time is NAS informed?

-
Alt 1- align with AC barring case. UE-AS reports failure to NAS and starts wait timer. Wait timer runs while UE in idle.

-
Alt 2 - NAS not informed. UE-AS retries at expiry of wait time (aligned to UTRA)

Proposal 1 - RRC Connection Reject so that RRC Connection Establishment procedure fails and AS indicates failure to NAS. i.e. UE-AS  will not perform any more retries. 

· Commented that interaction with NAS could make this approach not useful.

Agreements:

· AS/NAS model and proposal 1 remain open for further offline discussion

· Proposal 2 agreed (note way this proposal is worded in the document reflects NAS/AS model alternative 2.

· Wait time is 1..16s

R2-080963
Contention resolution at RRC connection establishment and re-establishment
NEC
Disc

· Possibility to multiplex RRC Connection Reconfiguration with RRC Connection Re-establishment could complicate the situation.

· Some views expressed not to support such complexity. 

· Commented that the NEC approach could still be used even with MAC multiplexing.

Agreement

· Further discussion offline

· Come back Friday

Connection Re-establishment

R2-080755
UE identification in RRC connection re-establishment procedure
Ericsson
Disc

· Clarified that Ericsson proposal is that the 'shared secret' does provide integrity protection although FFS what it is calculated over.

Agreement:

· Use of MAC-I for contention resolution

· Aim to make total length of contention resolution identities same for Connection Establishment and RRC Connection Re-establishment

· Text proposal agreed. To be revised with updated ASN.1 section by Friday in R2-081329

R2-080959
Shared Secret at Re-establishment
Samsung
Disc




· SA3 not yet actively looking at this issue

· Open question whether the shared secret is actually intended to provide integrity protection on the message or whether it is just a means to help eNB select the correct UE context (reduce probability that eNB has more than one context).

· Clarified that the Samsung proposal is that shared secret is just an extra UE identity that was sent to the UE on a ciphered connected.

· ALU indicated it was meant to be a combination of both integrity protection and means to identify the context.

· Ericsson indicated that original intention was that the 'shared secret' was just a long identifier (to allow eNB to locate the context) that unlikely to be guessed by another UE. Not intended to provide message integrity.

· ALU indicated that it may actually be simpler just to calculate a MAC-I over the message content than the mechanism to provide the 'shared secret' from the source prior to handover.

Agreement

· Send LS o SA3 to inform them about RRC re-establishment procedure and stage 2 decision for UE to send MAC calculated of keys of source cell. Ask them to define how this is calculated and indicate if there are any security issues foreseen (e.g. because this MAC is sent in clear). Indicate that we will also use MAC-I as part of contention resolution identity and aim to make the total size same as connection establishment. Samsung (R2-081330)

R2-081111
RRC Connection Re-establishment
Motorola, NTT DoCoMo
Disc

· Questioned whether the aim is to maintain the radio bearers after the Re-establishment or re-setting up the radio bearers?

· Clarified that the proposal 1 is aim at normal radio link failure rather than handover case

· Commented that probability of problem is low but consequence is dropped call.

· Some support but some feeling that it is a rare case that does not need to be optimised - offline discussion to progress. 

Proposal 1:

Support: 7

Not required: 9 

Agreements:

· Proposal 2 agreed

· NAS message retransmission aligned with handover case.

SMC

R2-081134
Updates to AS security activation procedure
Motorola
Disc

· Clarified no intention to change external behaviour other than add case for IP failure of SMC

· Commented that R2-080611 from RAN#61bis was agreed as a modification to the PDCP spec to clarify this behaviour.

Agreements

· Agreed capture behaviour in case of IP failure of SMC but not capture the further details of the RRC/PDCP interaction.

· Offline discussion to propose updated text. Update in R2-081331
· Come back Friday

Connection Reconfiguration

R2-080970
Optimization of RB establishment
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· Clarified that yesterday we agreed a single fixed default RLC configuration.

· Need for default configurations can be considered later when message sizes become clearer

· Some support for introducing default configurations

Agreements

· We will not have pre-defined configurations for use within E-UTRA sent on system info in R8 

Connection Release

R2-081025
Confirmation of the RRC Connection Release message
Infineon
Disc

· No agreement to introduce RRC Connection Release complete at this stage.

R2-080930
Details on the RRC Connection Release procedure
Ericsson
Disc

Proposal 1

· UE enters idle after reception of HARQ ACK for RLC Status report


· Alternative is that UE-RRC just waits for certain time (fixed value defined in RRC) after reception of RRC Connection Release before entering idle - allows L2 to complete sending of L2 Status report.

· Current status is UE based determination on mobility state in RRC Connected - but eNB could configure in such a way that eNB performs mobility state determination and setting of parameters.

· Including of mobility state indicator in release message open until conclusion of discussion on mobility state determination in RRC Connected.

· Commented that use of RRC Connection Release for CS fallback might impact the timer decision. 

Agreements:

· UE-RRC waits for certain time (fixed value defined in RRC) after reception of RRC Connection Release before entering idle - allows L2 to complete sending of L2 Status report.

· Proposals 3/4 agreed - no specific error handling needed for RRC Connection Release.

· Release causes can be added if CT1 indicates a requirement for them

· Redirection information (based on UTRA release 7) to be included

· Remove transaction id from RRC Connection Release

Other

R2-080813
RRC messages before SMC
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
Already clear that RB setup (other than SRB1) can not be performed before SMC

-
Proposal would allow RRC Connection Reconfiguration (e.g. for measurements) before SMC.

-
Alternative proposal would be to strictly limit some procedures (RRC Connection Reconfiguration) only after SMC

-
Current status in 36.331 is that all messages allowed before SMC apart from those explicit exceptions.

Agreements:

-
Keep current status (all messages allowed before SMC apart from those explicit exceptions)

-
Clarification that RRC Connection Re-establishment is excluded before SMC to be added

R2-080814
Discussion on SRB2
Alcatel-Lucent, LG Electronics Inc
Disc

· Currently SRB2 can be used for (with FFS):

· 
RRC Con Reconfig

· 
Handover from E-UTRAN

· 
Handover from E-UTRAN preparation request

· 
Measurement Report 

· 
UE capability enquiry

· 
UE capability reply

Agreements:

-
Keep SRB2 as currently contained in spec (SRB1 low priority all messages, SRB2 high priority can be used for a limited number of messages, e.g. mobility messages)

-
Come back

R2-080987
Allocation of RNTI values
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Do we need a single table capturing the RNTI values and ranges?

· To be specified in RRC or MAC spec?

· Do we need values reserved for future use?

· Consistency of terms between RRC/MAC to be checked offline

Agreements

· Single value fixed in spec (i.e. not signalled in RRC) for SI-RNTI, SC-RNTI and P-RNTI

· Only C-RNTI and RA-RNTI are signalled via RRC

· Preference to have single table captured in MAC specification

· Consistent UE behaviour should be defined for reserved values - number of reserved values TBD

· Flag to joint session on Friday

· RNTI values signalled in RRC should be limited to ranges as defined in MAC spec

· Some clean up of RRC, and perhaps moving of some text to MAC may be needed

R2-080762
Synchronized RRC re-configuration
Ericsson
Disc

· Treated in joint session

5.2.1.3
Measurements

Reporting configurations, measurement objects and measurement ids per measurement type or common 'pool' for all types, and impact on measurement handling at handover. Details of event triggering conditions, criteria to stop reporting, etc. Need for any non-mobility measurements?

Structure

R2-080703
Summary Email discussion - Message structure for measurements
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Report

Open issues:

· 3 - Measurement and reporting quantity the same? Depends on outcome of RSRQ discussion in RAN4. If only one quantity then could be the same.

· 4-6 - Depend on outcome of RSRQ discussion in RAN4

· 7 - Input to introduce cdma2000 measurements to be seen later

· 9 - Cell list includes inter and intra-frequency cells - inputs for next meeting requested.

· 10 - Input to be see later

· 11 - Is there a single object of each frequency or can 2 (or more) objects refer to same frequency with different parameters?

· 13 - CIO for UTRAN and GERAN? - inputs for next meeting

· 14 - Black lists for UTRAN and GERAN? - inputs for next meeting

Agreements:

· 1 - Overview of structure - beneficial to have can be prepared for next meeting

· 2 - Frequency specific offset per E-UTRA frequency 

· 8 - Serving cell included in report in addition to other cells. FFS whether always included or only in certain cases

· 11 - Can not be more than one object referring to the same frequency

· 12 - Include physical layer cell id per cell individual offsets

· 14 - Add black lists (list of phy cell identities) for E-UTRA measurement objects (consistent with stage 2). Add/delete on a per cell basis.

R2-081166
Measurement configuration and reporting structure
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
Disc

Agreements:

· We will change to the proposed structure in the ASN.1

· DoCoMo to prepare TP for new ASN.1 of the measurement configuration. Will include all agreements from R2-080703. To be sent on reflector by end of Monday (same timeline as for L1/MAC/etc parameters). 

R2-081112
Issues related to measurements structure
Motorola
Disc

· Suggested that a further step would be to define the reporting configurations for E-UTRA (that would be common in intra-freq and inter-freq). 1 set of events for all E-UTRA.

Suggest way forward:

· Event a1: Serving becomes better than absolute threshold

· Event a2: Serving becomes worse than absolute threshold

· Event a3: Neighbour becomes threshold better than serving

· Event b1: Neighbour becomes better than absolute threshold

· Event b2: Serving becomes worse than absolute threshold AND Neighbour becomes better than another absolute threshold

· Event b3: Neighbour becomes threshold better than serving

· [1]

=>

· Event x1: Serving becomes better than absolute threshold

· Event x2: Serving becomes worse than absolute threshold

· Event x3: Neighbour becomes threshold better than serving
· Event x4: Neighbour becomes better than absolute threshold

· Event x5: Serving becomes worse than absolute threshold AND Neighbour becomes better than another absolute threshold

· [3]

Consequence:

-
Not possible for UE to autonomously start event evaluation on target frequency immediately after inter-frequency handover. UE must wait for eNB to explicitly remap reporting configurations to measurement objects. 

-
Some rules could be defined for UE to looks at which reporting configurations were used on serving frequency before handover but could be complex. 

Agreements:

· 1 object type of E-UTRA (both intra and inter-freq)

· 1 set of reporting configurations for E-UTRA (common for both intra and inter) 

· Any E-UTRA reporting configuration can be mapped to any E-UTRA object

· Rules for continuing intra-freq event evaluation after handover open for further input

· No E-UTRA objects cleared at inter-freq handover

· Measurements on inter-freqs stopped at inter-freq handover (unchanged from current spec)

· Events x1, x2 (serving cell threshold events) mapped to 'null' object

· Corresponding changes to PDU structure to be reflected in TP of new measurement ASN.1 from DoCoMo

Events

R2-080897
E-UTRA RRC TP on measurement (example: event a3)
Samsung
Disc

Agreements

· Aim to minimise duplication of common behaviour. 

· ‘Number of reports sent’ common for all cells.

· Measurement report common for initial and subsequent periodic cases (FFS how to handled different events being triggered)

· TP will be revised in line with new PDU structure for next meeting.
Gaps and gap control

R2-080878
Gap Patterns for All Gap-Assisted Measurements
Panasonic
Disc

· RAN4 issues and we will wait for outcome of RAN4 discussions

R2-080961
Inter-freq/RAT measurements without measurement
Samsung
Disc

· Clarified proposal: Event a1 modified to be serving cell > thresh AND UE active AND gaps currently active (gap deactivation event), so UE does not come out of DRX to send a measurement report

· Clarified that proposed definition of UE activity when the 'inactivity timer' is running

· Defining UE activity could be complex

· Stage 2 contains some text saying the measurement report may not bring the UE out of DRX under control of the network - but very old text never moved into stage 3. Maybe should be removed from stage 2.

Support introducing such a modification to event 1a

· Yes:

· No:

Agreement:

· Proposal will not be introduced at this time

R2-081099
UE measurement behaviour in long DRX
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

· For discussion in RAN4

· Noted

Scaling

R2-080702
NW based scaling of mobility measurement parameters
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

· Clarified proposal

· 
network based scaling should be the baseline

· 
UE based scaling not necessary in spec but could be considered as an optimisation

Options:

· Keep current status (UE based speed determination) - 13

· n/w based speed determination (no UE based speed determination) - 5

Agreement

· Keep current status

Other

R2-080819
Measurement report on UE mobility state
Samsung
Disc

Proposals 3-5 noted

Agreements

· Algorithm to determine connected mode mobility state identical to that used idle mode (FFS whether parameters same as idle more or not)

5.2.1.4
Inter-RAT Mobility

Issues affecting 36.331, both for mobility from and handover to E-UTRA e.g. how to specify NACC, further details regarding message contents and associated procedures.

Redirection

R2-080922
A solution for service-based redirection
NTT DoCoMo, Inc., T-Mobile
Disc

· Clarified that proposal is UE to always access the RAT on which it is camped and rely on redirection from the n/w. 

· Setup could be faster than autonomous redirection if some system information for target RAT  is provided over LTE. 

· In case system information is provided then redirection will have to be to a single cell.

· Even if handover command is used then intention is still for the UE to establish call from scratch (i.e. starting from idle). Reason is call is established on CS on the target RAT and also it minimises interworking in the n/w.

· Still waiting response from SA3 if redirection can be performed before security establishment

· Redirection is already included in the RRC Connection Release for idle mode camping.

· Paper has only looked as MO call initiated from idle - has not looked at MT calls and MO/MT calls initiated in connected.

· Intention is fast solution with minimal complexity.

->    Noted

NACC

R2-080759
Network assisted cell change
Ericsson
Disc

· Dependency on previous discussion. 

· Some offline discussion on how NACC info will be introduced into PDU structure

· Noted without presentation

UE capability

R2-080989
Transfer and handling of UE capability information
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-081189
Transfer and handling of UE capability information
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

Proposes:

· UE capability information consists of a list of containers

· One container per RAT type supported by the UE

· Container for a RAT type contains all the information needed by that RAT (i.e. all information needed by eNB is in the E-UTRA container - eNB does not need to read content of any other container)

· Containers for other RAT can be transferred to target at e.g. handover preparation.

· Not aligned to current status of 3GPP2 interworking

Agreements:

· Proposal (as clarified above) is agreed (with exception of 3GPP2 RATs)

· TP needs to be updated based on new ASN.1 in R2-081333 (not R2-081131 - mistake in earlier version of notes)
R2-080990
Consultation Mechanism for Inter-RAT UE Capabilities
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-081190
Consultation Mechanism for Inter-RAT UE Capabilities
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· We will stay with current approach unless good motivation for changing can be shown.

· Noted

3GPP2

R2-081001
Pre-registration Control
Motorola, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nortel, Verizon
Disc

· Asked whether SIB8 is required to be read in Connected mode or indication provided in dedicated signalling. Could be provided in measurement configuration or SIB8 could be read in system information. This aspect handled in other contributions.

· Asked how much of this upper layer behaviour should be in RRC 

Agreements:

· Proposal is agreed. Proponents and rapporteur to decide appropriate place for inclusion in 36.331

R2-081004
CDMA2000 message security over RRC
Motorola, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nortel, Verizon
Disc

· Agreed

R2-081019
Measurement Configuration of inter-RAT Handover from E-UTRAN to HRPD/1x RTT
Alcatel-Lucent, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, Motorola, Nortel, Verizon
Disc

· Clarified that NCL approach is same as UTRA - paragraph in 6.3.5.3d to be corrected

· PN offset info to be checked and added if necessary (should not use the term 'cell individual offset' for this)

· L3 filter not required for CDMA2000 measurements

Agreements:

· With above corrections will be merged into the revised measurement PDU proposal from DoCoMo.

R2-080753
Updating 36.331 to include CDMA2000 aspects
Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Motorola, Nortel, Verizon Wireless
CR

36.331
REL-8

Agreed

5.2.1.5
System information broadcast 

Scheduling details e.g. signalling of individual windows & gaps; Size of value tag; Content of SIBs.

Scheduling information 

R2-081149
System Information Transmission
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-080854
open issues on system information scheduling
Huawei
Disc

R2-081090
Scheduling block structure and procedures
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

System info change

R2-080850
System Information Change issues
Huawei
Disc

R2-080879
BCCH modification period and paging period
Panasonic
Disc

R2-080880
BCCH modification occasion for LTE_ACTIVE UE
Panasonic
Disc

Other

R2-080851
Validation of system infomation in HO CMD
Huawei
Disc

Content

R2-080952
CDMA sysInfo IEs for broadcast
Nortel, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Motorola, Verizon
Disc

R2-081143
E-UTRAN NCL Contents
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

5.2.1.6
Other (unicast)

Issues related to NAS information transfer. Issues related to UE capability transfer e.g. do we have a separate container for each RAT? Other issues e.g. general failure handling, need for normative section on UE actions in and upon change of state

R2-080815
Use of quick repeats in RRC
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc




NAS info transfer

R2-080817
Summary of email discussion on NAS-AS interaction
Alcatel-Lucent
Report



R2-080816
Handling of NAS information
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc




R2-080928
Proposed way forward with NAS / RRC / S1-AP inter-actions
Ericsson
Disc



Other

R2-080896
E-UTRA RRC TP on specified configurations
Samsung
Disc




R2-080900
Signalling-only connection for eMBMS and SON
Orange, Telecom Italia, T-Mobile, Vodafone
Disc




5.2.1.7
PDU contents details

Inputs regarding general message contents and information structure e.g. parameters and their placement (except for physical layer, PDCP, RLC, MAC, see 4.3.7)
R2-080713
Convert RRC to agreed ASN.1 format
Ericsson
Disc

Items to be discussed:

· How to handle 'empty' fields in the tabular - in particular for cases the IE is just a reference to an IE defined elsewhere in the spec?

· Eventually no need to have these but could keep them as placeholders for now.

=>   Remove empty fields

· Description of optional IEs - include OC/OP/etc inline as ASN.1 comment or in the tabular?

=>   Stay with current approach - i.e. inline as ASN.1 comment.

· Do we introduce the extension mechanisms now or only after principles for extension have been agreed?

=>   Extensions in message definitions remain as proposed in this document but no extensions markers in individual IEs until further discussion.

Agreements:

· Agreed as baseline for further work

· All proposals from this meeting affecting messages should be based on this version.

5.2.1.8
Methodology

Methodology issues e.g. related to new tabular/ ASN.1 format, protocol extension mechanism. 

R2-080714
Protocol extension mechanisms and error handling
Ericsson
Report

R2-081091
Text proposal for annex on ASN.1 and tabular structure
Qualcomm Europe
TP
5.2.1.9
MBMS

R2-080881
MCCH contents and Transmission in LTE
Panasonic
Disc

R2-080882
Cell detection and reselection information for MBMS
Panasonic
Disc

R2-080956
MCCH periodicity
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens networks
Disc

R2-080957
MCCH content
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-080958
MBMS RRC signalling additional to MCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-080986
MBMS control channel content and signalling sequence
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
5.2.2
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

5.2.2.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. Endorsement of latest rapporteur CR and potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-081137
CR for 36.304 capturing agreements from RAN2#60bis
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)
CR
1r1
36.304
REL-8

· as agreed on email plus minor editorials 

· noted

R2-081138
Status of 36.304
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)
Report

36.304
REL-8

· noted

5.2.2.2
Cell reselection

Measurement rules – Any updates needed? AOB -  Details of parameters to be signalled (e.g. Thresh values signalled as delta to Qrxlevmin?). Does Qrxlevmin need to be provided for UTRA and E-UTRA frequencies? Contributions related to UMTS->LTE should be submitted under 4.9/UMTS session.
R2-081087
Details of inter-frequency/RAT cell reselection
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· Currently thresholds are per frequency layer

· No support for adding separate Treselection for intra/inter - could discuss further in RAN4

Agreements:

· Qoffset_frequency is not applied for different priority layers (could be optional in ASN.1 and not included for layers of different priority)

· Qoffset_frequency to be included in R criteria for equal priority layers

R2-081102
Measurement Parameters in Idle Mode
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· noted

R2-081089
Detected cells and idle mobility
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

· Clarified that proposal is for intra-frequency

Current agreement: 

· UE is required to perform detection/measurement and reselection to E-UTRA cells that are not included in the list of cell specific parameters. 

· Presence of a list of cell specific parameters does not mean that only those listed cells should be measurement and reselected 

· We don't have the concept of sending a full neighbour list for E-UTRA

Agreements:

· Proposal 1 is aligned as the current spec - no spec change needed

· Proposal 2/2' aligned with current spec - possibly some spec clarification may be needed (rapporteur to check)

3GPP2

R2-081131
Updates to Idle mode procedures for CDMA2000 RAT and inter-RAT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Motorola, Nortel, Verizon Wireless
Disc

R2-081145
Updates to Idle mode procedures for CDMA2000 RAT and inter-RAT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Motorola, Nortel, Verizon Wireless
Disc

R2-081314
Updates to Idle mode procedures for CDMA2000 RAT and inter-RAT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Motorola, Nortel, Verizon Wireless
Disc

· Agreed

CSG

R2-081088
Need for UE-specific reselection parameters in CSG settings
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Camped on any cell

R2-081100
Measurement rules in camped on any cell state
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

5.2.2.3
Paging

Need for additional paging DRX values? Granularity of paging groups (is more granularity than power of two needed)? Subframe level calculation details e.g. patterns for FDD/TDD.
R2-080716
Subframe Pattern in PO Calculation
CATT
Disc

-
Terminology in proposal 5 is agreed

R2-081113
Paging and MBSFN
Motorola
Disc

· Proposes subframe 0 and 5

· May not be appropriate for low bandwidth cells due to MIB/SU-1 in subframes 0/5

· Questioned whether there is actually a problem of paging being sent in an MBSFN subframe as the subframe contain 2 symbols not sent with SFN but depends on how much resource taken by DPCCH (these are used for uplink grants) => concluded that page can not be sent in MBSFN subframe.

R2-081144
Paging DRX calculation in LTE
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
Similar to CATT proposal

R2-081167
Paging consolidation
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
Disc

· Sub/radio frame calculations

· Alternative 1 radio frame calculation is currently in spec

· Alternative 1 is same as Nokia/NSN proposal

Agreement

· No significant different between alternatives. Rapporteur to decide.

R2-080871
Panasonic

· Also proposes subframe 0 and 5

Maximum number of paging subframes required?

· 2,3,4

· Feeling that 2 subframes per radio frame is sufficient but should we be conservative and permit more than 2?

=>
Agree maximum 4 subframes per radio frame

Subframe mapping options:

· 1/ Design paging subframes without consideration to MBMS (later MBMS design will have to avoid paging subframe)

· 
Freedom to choose subframes e.g. use 9/4 or 9/4/8/3 - possibly different table for FDD/TDD

· 
[6]

· 2/ Design paging subframes to avoid MBSFN and TDD subframes:

· 
Use 0/5 (possible exception for low b/w)

· 
Allocated the paging subframes around the TDD UL and MBSFN subframes

· 
[6]

Agreement:

-
Offline discussion to reach common view

· Come back Friday - if no clear majority we will go with table approach which is baseline in current spec 

5.2.2.4
Speed Dependant Cell Reselection

Details of parameters to be signalled (e.g. individual parameters per speed or scaling factors). Any additional speed detection means needed? (FFS on this should be resolved at this meeting)

5.2.2.5
Other

R2-080820
Reselection to a restricted cell
Samsung
Disc

Comeback Thursday:

LS from CT1 on NAS message handling at handover
· Update: Many companies no strong preference, few companies still with preference to NAS to do retransmission

· For idle (reselection during connection establishment) we agreed that NAS should do the retransmission as NAS message may change. Some preference to align.

· Nokia, ALU, Qualcomm all indicated preference for NAS retransmission

Agreements:

· Send LS to say

· 
we don't understand reasons given

· 
prefer to align to idle mode behaviour (CT1 not yet informed about this)

· 
there may be cases (e.g. inter-MME handover) where NAS message to be sent after handover may need to change (same issue as idle) - 

· 
if final point is not a concern to CT1 then retransmission can be done in AS

· 
point out that handover in LTE equivalent to SRNS relocation in UMTS and so much more frequent

· LS to be drafted by In (tdoc already assigned)

R2-080814 (SRB2)

· Proposal from offline discussion:

· 
Flexible message mapping to SRB1/2 for DL;or

· 
Specified message for SRB1/2 UL

· If flexible mapping which SRB is used for RRC response message?

Agreement

· Email discussion on the usage of SRB2 (Sudeep ALU)

Agreements impacting PDU to be included directly in updated ASN.1:

R2-080975

R2-080756

R2-080930

Tdocs allocated:

R2-081329
UE identification in RRC connection re-establishment procedure
Ericsson

· revision of TP from R2-080755 based on new PDU format

R2-081330
LS to SA3 on MAC used in RRC connection re-establishment
Samsung

R2-081331
Updates to AS security activation procedure
Motorola

· revision of TP from R2-081134

R2-081332
This report

R2-081333
Transfer and handling of UE capability information
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· revision on TP from R2-081189 based on new PDU format.

Unallocated numbers:

R2081334- R2-081340

Comeback

R2-080963 (NEC) RRC contention resolution

R2-081331 (Motorola) Security activation TP

R2-080987 (Nokia, NSN) RNTI values  - decision impacting MAC spec

R2-080812 (ALU) S-TMSI/random number in RRC Connection Request

Paging subframe mapping 

Liaisons

R2-081330
LS to SA3 on MAC used in RRC connection re-establishment
Samsung

Email discussions

Details of SRB2

Alcatel-Lucent (Sudeep)
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Email discussions/approvals
Email discussions before RAN #39:

[LTE_A01]:
Related to:

R2-081219

Topic:



RLC-AM re-ordering text proposal

Rapporteur:

NTT

Deadlines:

comments before Tue 19.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Wed 9:00am CET,

final update by Fri 22.02.08 midnight Pacific time as part of RLC CR

Output Tdoc:
to be used for the final version of the text proposal: R2-081370
[LTE_A02]:
Related to:

R2-081166

Topic:



Measurement ASN.1

Rapporteur:

NTT

Deadlines:

Same timeline as user plane rapporteurs ASN1 text

(available Monday, comments Tuesday, final version on Wednesday 20.02.08)

Output Tdoc:
Final version in R2-081366
[LTE_A03]:
Related to:

R2-080987:

Topic:



CR proposal covering comments to the agreed table for MAC.

Rapporteur:

Nokia

Deadlines:

CR proposal will be provided on Mon 18.02.08. Comments during Tuesday 19.02.08. If agreed by Wednesday 20.02.08, the MAC rapporteurs can include this proposal in the final 36.321 MAC CR (see below) to be provided on Friday 22.02.08.

Output Tdoc:
to be used for the final version of the CR proposal: R2-081371
[LTE_A04]:
Related to:

R2-080963

Topic:



Potential moving of contention resolution from RRC to MAC specification

Rapporteur:

Panasonic

Deadlines:

Based on MAC and RRC CRs provided by the rapporteurs (see below) a MAC and an RRC company contribution will be provided to RAN as a result of this email discussion.

(Note: These CRs would replace the rapporteur CRs for MAC and RRC if agreed at RAN). So deadlines are RAN submission deadlines.

Output Tdocs:
No RAN2 numbers, directly request RAN Tdoc numbers for the final versions.
Note: Corresponding RAN #39 Tdocs were finally in RP-080162, RP-080163,
RP-080164.
[LTE_A05]:
Related to:

R2-081164

Topic:



LS to RAN1 on PRB usage measurements

Rapporteur:

NTT DCM

Deadlines:

Draft LS will be provided by Tuesday 19.02.08. Approval before Friday 22.02.08.

Output Tdoc:
Final LS version in R2-081368
[UMTS_A01]:
Related to:

R2-081306

Topic:



CS-HSPA UL AMR Rate and maximum jitter time

Rapporteur:

NSN (note: already kicked off on 15.02.08 by Woonhee Hwang)
Deadlines:

Final CRs to be provided by Thu 21.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Fri 9:00am 
CET

Output Tdoc:
for final CRs:
R2-081344 (CR3273r1 25.331 REL-8),

R2-081345 (CR0311   25.323 REL-8)

[UMTS_A02]:
Related to:

R2-081048, R2-080996

Topic:



LS to RAN4 on UE DRX and enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH state

Rapporteur:

Nokia

Deadlines:

draft LS to be provided in the week after RAN2 #61 and comments have to 





be provided before Fri 29.02.08

Output Tdoc:
draft LS (source: Nokia) shall be provided in R2-081349,
final LS was provided in R2-081392.
For the LTE editor's CR preparations for RAN #39:

Reapporteur of the email discussion = rapporteur of the specification.

[36.300]:



Benoist/NSN,








deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081372 CR0010

[36.304]:



Jarkko/Nokia,








deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081373 CR0001r1






note: CR0001r0 was R2-08????
[36.306]:



Richard/Motorola,







deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081374 CR0001
note:
Since R2-081375 was used instead of allocated R2-081374, R2-081374 and
R2-081375 are withdrawn. Final Tdoc is therefore R2-081388 CR0001rev1.

CR0001r0 was R2-081108.
[36.321]:



Magnus/Ericsson, Etienne/Qualcomm,

deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081375 CR0001






note: Since R2-081375 was withdrawn (see above) final Tdoc: R2-081389 CR0001.

[36.322]:



Anil/NTT,










deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081376 CR0001

[36.323]:



Patrick/LG,









deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081377 CR0001
note:
Since R2-081384 was used instead of R2-081377, R2-081377 and R2-081384 are withdrawn. Final Tdoc is therefore R2-081390 CR0001.
[36.331A]:


Himke/Samsung,







deadlines 1, final Tdoc: R2-081378 CR0001r2






note: CR0001r0 was R2-080347, CR0001r1 was R2-080949.
[36.331B]:


Sven/Ericsson (ASN.1+linked inputs),

deadlines 2, final Tdoc: R2-081379 CR0002
[36.331_L1]:

Ericsson/Motorola,







deadlines 3, final Tdoc R2-081381 *

[36.331_MAC]:

Ericsson/Qualcomm,






deadlines 3, final Tdoc R2-081382 *

[36.331_RLC]:

NTT,











deadlines 3, final Tdoc R2-081383 *

[36.331_PDCP]:
LG,











deadlines 3, final Tdoc R2-081384 *
note:
Since R2-081384 was distributed twice with different contents (see above),
R2-081384 was withdrawn. Final Tdoc is therefore R2-081391.
[36.331_UEcap]:
Motorola,










deadlines 3, final Tdoc R2-081385 *

Note: * Since these Tdocs will then be merged in R2-081379 (see [36.331B]) no CR numbers are needed for them.

deadlines 1:
Draft will be sent out on RAN2 reflector before Tue 19.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Wed 9:00am CET.

Comments before Thu 21.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Fri 9:00am CET on RAN2 reflector.

Final CR version sent out with Tdoc and CR numbers given above on RAN2 reflector before Fri 22.02.08 midnight Pacific time = SAT 9:00am CET.

deadlines 2:
Draft will be sent out on RAN2 reflector before Tue 19.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Wed 9:00am CET.

Comments before Thu 21.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Fri 9:00am CET on RAN2 reflector.

Updated RRC CR version based on final CRs from other specs before Sun 24.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Mon 9:00am CET.

Review comments to updated RRC CR version before Mon 25.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Tue 9:00am CET.

Final CR version sent out with Tdoc and CR number given above on RAN2 reflector before Tue 26.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Wed 9:00am CET.

deadlines 3:
Draft will be sent out on RAN2 reflector before Mon 18.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Tue 9:00am CET.

Comments before Tue 19.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Wed 9:00am CET on RAN2 reflector.

Final version sent out with Tdoc given above on RAN2 reflector before Wed 20.02.08 midnight Pacific time = Thu 9:00am CET.

Email discussions up to next meeting RAN2#61bis:

Note:
For these discussions no RAN2 #61 Tdoc numbers will be allocated.

Rapporteurs (see [ ]): Please request numbers for email discussion reports for RAN2 #61bis so the deadline for these reports is the document submission deadline of RAN2#61bis unless something else is stated below.

[LTE_B01]:

Details of threshold based BSR trigger [Huawei, related to R2-080856]





conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081856.
[LTE_B02]:

RACH modelling: Email discussion on the handling of Msg3/Msg4 failure handling in case of 
MAC and RRC contention, and on power handling  / max attempt handling in these cases 
and backoff. See if any changes to MAC/RRC in relation to the RACH procedure are 
needed. Of course changes should only be made if really considered necessary.

[Ericsson, related to R2-080950]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081464.
[LTE_B03]:

Discrimation of semi-persistent and dynamic PDCCH commands.

[Ericsson, related to R2-081072]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081461.
[LTE_B04]:

Improved PDCP text proposal for UE behaviour after handover.

[LG, related to R2-081341]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081462.
[LTE_B05]:

L1 parameter handling in dedicated signalling (connect est/HO)

[Ericsson, related to R2-080927]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081484.
[LTE_B06]:

Mobility performance requirement for mobility to CSG cells [NTT, related to R2-081114]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081734.
[LTE_B07]:

Logical Channel Prioritisation Requirements for 36.321 [Ericsson, related to R2-081216]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081456.
[LTE_B08]:

Details of SRB2 [Alcatel-Lucent, related to R2-080814]
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdoc R2-081791.
[UMTS_B01]:
CRs for Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH State in FDD
[Nokia, related to R2-081002, R2-081012]

special deadlines for this: submission of draft CRs/start discussion on 25.02.08, conclude by 18.03.08.
conclusions: See RAN2 #61bis Tdocs R2-081771, R2-081773, R2-081775.
CRs from other WGs to be agreed by RAN2
Two RAN3 36.300 CRs were provided to RAN2 for email approval (comments/concerns to be raised before Fri 22.02.2008 noon CET) after RAN2 #61 in order to be submitted to RAN #39 for approval:

R2-081386
25.999 REL-7 CR0001 on Introduction of new Configuration Rule for Extended RNC ID Scheme, RAN3

conclusion:
Submitted to RAN #39 as RP-080183. However, already before concerns were raised by T-Mobile on the RAN2 email reflector so that company contribution RP-080116 was finally replacing it at RAN #39. RP-080116 was approved by RAN #39.

R2-081387
RAN3 corrections to 36.300 (CR0011), RAN3

conclusion:
CR was agreed by email in RAN2, submitted to RAN #39 in RP-080192 and approved by RAN #39.
Preparation of SI and WI status reports for RAN #39:

Rapporteurs were asked to make draft status reports available for review on the RAN2 reflector (without Tdoc number) 

by Thu 21.02.2008 noon CET for

· WI CS Voice Service over HSPA, rapporteur: NSN, acronym: RInImp8-CsHspa
conclusion:
Provided to RAN #39 in RP-080042.




RAN #38: 90%/March 08
->
RAN #39: 100%/March 08 WI closed.
· WI Improved L2 for uplink, rapporteur: Ericsson, acronym: RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
conclusion:
Provided to RAN #39 in RP-080045.




RAN #38: 50%/March 08
->
RAN #39: 95%/June 08

· WI Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH State in FDD, rapporteur: NSN, acronym: RANimp-UplinkEnhState
conclusion:
Provided to RAN #39 in RP-080046.





RAN #38: 30%/March 08
->
RAN #39: 50%/June 08

· WI Enhanced UE DRX for FDD, rapporteur: Nokia, acronym: RANimp-DRX
conclusion:
Provided to RAN #39 in RP-080047.





RAN #38: 20%/June 08
->
RAN #39: 50%/June 08

· WI Enhanced CELL_FACH state in 1.28 Mcps TDD, rapporteur: ZTE, acronym: RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
conclusion:
Provided to RAN #39 in RP-080051.





RAN #38: 0%/Sep. 08
->
RAN #39: 40%/Sep. 08

For WI 3G LTE – Radio Interface L2/L3 Protocol Aspect, NSN, acronym: LTE-L23
no separate status report but only one status report for RAN1/2/3/4/ aspects was provided at RAN #39 in RP-080207.
conclusion:
RAN #39 rapporteur's proposal was agreed: close WIs for RAN1 in this meeting, keep WI open for RAN2, RAN3 and RAN4 until RAN#40(May 2008) and no change for RAN5, i.e. RAN#42(Dec 2008).
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