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Source: 
Chairman

Object:
LTE CP session report
5.6
Home-eNB (LTE-only)
LTE home-eNB aspects (stage-2 aspects common for UMTS and E-UTRAN should be submitted under 4.2.)
R2-085375:
Removal of a leftover note on autonomous search
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304

R2-085408:
Range Encoding Proposal for  Physical Cell Identities
Ericsson
TP
36.331

R2-085567:
TP for HNBID (36.331)
Huawei
TP
36.331

R2-085569:
CR for CSG definitions (36.304)
Huawei
CR
36.304

R2-085574:
CR for CSG selection (36.304)
Huawei
CR
36.304

R2-085661:
CR for inter freq cell reselection from macro cell to CSG (36.304)
Huawei
CR
36.304

Not available/too late
R2-085379:
Allocation of CSG IDs
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

5.7
SON (Self Optimising Networks)

5.7.1
Radio protocol extensions

Radio signalling extensions for SON. 

LAC/RAC

R2-085427:
Optionality of RAI reporting for ANR
Ericsson
Disc

· NEC agrees with the text proposal except for the field description of reportLACRAC: the first and second sentence are contradictionary. Seems still ok (UE prioritises CGI reading).
-
Nokia wonders whether this RAC was really essential ?

-
NEC explains that the LAC/RAC are needed for routing purposes. NSN thinks it should be sufficient with ECGI and then the network can look up the LAC/RAC and other information ?

-
Ericsson thinks RAN3 has 2 alternatives: the database or the provision by the UE.
-
NSN wonders why the GCI is not sufficient for UTRAN: you have the RNC-Id then. NEC understands this is needed for routing from MME to SGSN.

=>
Why is it not a TAC request for EUTRA ? And the TAC should be added to the report.
-
Nokia thinks all this reporting is not necessary. Nokia thinks nothing is broken.

-
ALU thinks that the stage-2 already says it is needed. 

=>
Nokia/NSN can check offline on the need

=>
The definitions of ECGI should be removed (already covered)

=>
Check if there is a conflict with a previous CR on “periodical” ASN.1 encoding
=>
Update will propose TAC for E-UTRA, and LAC-RAC for other GERAN/UTRAN. (ResultList for GERAN has no additions currently).
-
Nortel thinks the TAC could be mandatory for E-UTRA since it is in the same SIB.

-
Samsung remarks that now we have  trigger condition on T321 expiry ? Ericsson wonders whether we did not have this before. Samsung indicates no, because so far we only sent a result when it becomes available (so no empty report on expiry).

=>
Will see text update in R2-085917 [CB-Fri]
R2-085354:
IRAT ANR Stage 3 functionality
NEC
Disc


=> Noted (already covered)
PLMN list handling
R2-085208:
Reporting content for supporting SON-ANR
CATT
TP
36.331

· NSN thinks RAN3 is to creative. ALU thinks if you want to go via a CN, you have to know the CN (MME operator).

· Nortel thinks that if you do not know what PLMN’s are supported by a target-eNB, you might hand over to a cell that is not from the same PLMN.

· CATT thinks it is clear that RAN3 has agreed this and captured it in the stage-2. 

=>
ALU would prefer to include the full list always, and not optimise if it is the same.

=>
Is this not required for other RAT’s ? Probably this should also be introduce for UTRA (should check this); can be handled with future contributions if needed.
=>
Motorola wonders whether the sentence of 5.5.3 should be enhanced ? Can be discussed offline.
=>
Companies can check if this functionality is really needed.

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-085918 [CB-Fri]
R2-085357:
TAC and PLMN list for SON ANR
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

=> Noted (already covered)

R2-085125:
RRC Updates on CGI reading and reporting
Nortel
TP
36.331

=> Noted (already covered)
Other
R2-085459:
Handling of S-measure for ANR
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· Nokia wonders why the network cannot set a lower S-measure if the UE needs to read this ?  Ericsson thinks it is not good practise to increase the measurements when the UE has to read the CGI.

· Nokia thinks we should not have separate behaviour for this.

· QC thinks that you really need to set S-measure a lot lower if you want this to work, but then the UE starts to prioritise the normal measurements and the UE might never be able to acquire CGI/LAC/RAC. QC supports this.

· Nokia wonders whether it is specified that the UE has to prioritise the normal measurements ? Anyway this SON ANR measurement is infrequent. It is UE implementation issue and UE can implement this in the best possible way.
· Orange supports this proposal.
=>
QC thinks some updating is needed to align to an accepted CR (on the reportCGI set to “TRUE”)
-
Samsung wonders whether without this type of proposal, does it not mean that S-measure has to be set to a very low value, and then afterwards to a higher value again ? If so, Samsung prefers to have this.

-
Huawei would prefer to have this change.

-
Motorola would prefer not to have this.

-
Nortel is supporting this proposal. NEC is also supporting this proposal.

=>
Text proposal is agreed (rapporteur can handle merging problem if necessary)
R2-085581:
S-measure handling for SON-ANR
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (covered already)
R2-085675:
Align Measurement Definition
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

=>
Text proposal for option b) is agreed
R2-085380:
UE Assisted Heuristic Collision Detection
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Proposal 1:
Proposal 2:
· Motorola wonders how the PCI_High_Threshold is determined and signalled to the UE ? Motorola wonders if this is already defined by RAN4 ? QC indicates that RAN4 already has minimal threshold requirements for reliably reading a SIB, and then RAN2 would e.g. specify a fixed threshold in the spec which is a few dB’s higher.

· Motorola thinks this would involve RAN4 work. Motorola thinks that today these thresholds are not used for any performance tests.

· NSN thinks RAN1 has indicated that PCI overlap should be an exceptional case so why address this in Rel-8.

· QC indicates that this is more in the area of uncoordinated deployments. Samsung assumes that these deployments do not necessarily involve the UE,

=>
Noted (no support for Rel-8)
R2-085281:
IP Address Discovery to Support ANR SON Function
Vodafone
Disc

· TMO has security concerns with this. QC assumes that it would be a private IP address (e.g. 10.x.x.x) and it would not matter if somebody else finds out.
· Huawei wonders why not use DNS with a name ? The name could e.g. be the EGCI.

· Vfd thinks it is a cost-saving proposal
· TMO would prefer to have early deployment of LTE and that would save cost.

· Motorola thinks there is cost of transmitting an IP.
· QC support the proposal

=>
Noted (very limited support)
6
LTE Stage 3

6.2
Control plane

6.2.1
RRC (36.331)

6.2.1.1 
Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. endorsement of latest overall rapporteur CR covering changes agreed so far, open issue list and potential further rapporteur update proposals related to non-controversial corrections.
R2-085642:
E-UTRA RRC main issues
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report

· We should discuss how we want to handle this issue in the future ? Rapporteur thinks that be more an output of the meeting so that everybody can focus on the open issues. So maybe we should try to have an updated list available after every meeting and use it for inputs to the next meeting.  Chairman proposes to come to RAN2 agreed open issue lists for all specs after each RAN2 meeting. Will discuss this further on Friday/.

· Motorola thinks the first bullet of system information can be removed. Rapporteur agrees.

· Ericsson would prefer that the granularity of the open issues would be consistent. E.g. not “details of connection control” but more detailed issues on what is really needed. Rapporteur thinks this could be attempted.

· Rapporteur thinks also the format could be enhanced, e.g. having a separate column for indicating dependancies on other groups.

=>
Noted
R2-085636:
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications
Rapporteur (Samsung)
TP
36.331

=>
Agreed as basis for further work
6.2.1.2
Connection control 
Issues w.r.t. connection establishment/release, re-establishment, mobility or reconfiguration.

- Including outcome of email discussion [63_LTE_C02] on radio link failure monitoring (i.e. L3 filtering ?) (Nokia)
- Including outcome of email discussion [63_LTE_C03] on potential removal of redirection info from connection release (Huawei)
Email discussion: Redirection info in Release
R2-085668:
Email discussion [63_LTE_C03] Can redirection info in connection release be removed? Huawei Report

=>
Proposed way forward is agreed; no change to current message.
Email discussion: RLF monitoring
R2-085061:
Email report on RLF monitoring
Nokia
Report related to email discussion [63_LTE_C02]
· Rapporteur assumes that it will not be possible to conclude on the RLF handling since we need to have RAN4 progress.
· IDT expects that the RAN4 conclusion will be some L3-filtering will be required, probably both timer and counter.
· Ericsson assumes we don’t configure Qin/Qout. Ericsson thinks we probably need to extend the period for RLF detection in RLF. Even if the same amount of samples is used, and the fact that Qin/Qout should be correctly chosen, Ericsson assumes that still it might be beneficial to have some L3 filtering.

· Ericsson thinks if we start to increase the evaluation period, it might become very long for 2.56s DRX.  Motorola thinks an alternative is lowering the accuracy requirements.
· Ericsson assumes that we could go down from 20 samples to e.g. 10-15 samples.

R2-085557:
Radio problem detection
Huawei
Disc

=> Noted without presentation (to early since RAN4 has not concluded)
	Assumption:

-    fixed Qin/Qout not configurable.

Agreements:

1) Will have some form of L3 filtering

=> Will continue the email discussion tying to take into account RAN4 progress asap.


Paging

R2-085055:
UE specific paging DRX handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

· QC thinks this is a not a pure RAN2 issue: this was requested by SA2.  Nokia agrees.
· QC thinks a UE specific DRX cycle is useful in LTE, with many different services/UE types.

· QC wonders why this has to work the same way as in UMTS/GERAN ? MME could decide in push manner. Nokia thinks at least this was used as motivation when we decided to have this type of DRX.

· Panasonic agrees with QC; we did receive an LS from SA2.
· Ericsson thinks the problem is in SA2 that the UE specified DRX is not correctly specified yet. CT1 is only a messenger. 

· Vdf wonders what happens if the UE specific DRX would be removed. Ericsson clarifies that then the UE would in IDLE use the cell specific common cycle. In connected, the UE only reads paging for SI-change.

=>
Clear request from SA2; CT1 should complete the work and we can remove the note.
=>
Noted (removal of note is handled by a CATT paper)
R2-085273:
Paging procedure clarifications
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Samsung wonders if we really have to capture “ignoring” ? Normally we only list when the UE is required to take an action. So “otherwise” branch can be removed

=>
QC preferred the original wording for the first paragraph of 5.3.2.2.  Can take it offline

· Huawei points out that we might need to update this wording of “primary notification” if we will make the notification general.

=>
ZTE thinks the last sentence of the second paragraph in 5.3.2.2. is not usefull since it only indicates network behaviour. NTT DCM agrees it is sufficiently clear from the ASN.1 so the sentence can be removed.
=>
Text should not indicate “has been changed” since the change might only occur later: so should rephrased. What is important to have clear is that the UE shall check the system information from the next modification period.
=>
ALU wonders why the description for paging cause was removed ?  ALU thinks we should keep the field description with FFS (Might want to clarify the paging cause is set transparently,…) 

=>
Text proposal update should be made available in R2-085817
R2-085817:
Paging procedure clarifications
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· CATT wonders when bullets use a capita for the first letter and when not ? Rapporteur indicates that typically bullets are continuing a sentence and should not have a capital. CATT points out that RRC is not consistent.
=>
Agree on an updated text proposal which does not delete the paging cause field description in R2-085892
General
R2-085423:
Corrections on radio resource configuration
Ericsson
TP
36.331

EPS-bearer identity

· Samsung wonders this was changed: we have agreed before that we would just indicate DRB release to NAS. Ericsson thinks if we indicate the DRB-identity, the NAS layer has no idea to what EPS bearer this relates.
· ALU wonders where the association is kept. Ericsson thinks only AS has the mapping.
=>
Should indicate: “AS indicates to NAS that the DRB has been released and provides the corresponding EPS bearer id”

=>
Same change for the establishment case: i.e. “AS indicates to NAS that a DRB has been established, and indicates the corresponding EPS bearer id”.

-
So we don’t forward the RB-Id to NAS. Only AS will know the mapping between RB-Id and EPS-bearer id.
-
Nokia wonders if we should have a note that there should be a 1-to-1 mapping between EPS bearer id and DRB-Id ? Can be considered for the future

Default configuration

-
QC wonders what the usage is of default configurations for SRB’s also for non-connection establishment cases. Is this really needed ? Ericsson thinks this could e.g. be usefull for handover.
-
Samsung thinks that logical channel configuration is anyway already valid for reconfigurations. 
-
Nokia agrees with the proposa.

Other

-
Samsung assumes it would be good to use the “Mac-MainConfiguration” also for the field description, instead of transport channel configuration.

=>
Should use the name max-Maindescription for the field name in the RadioResourceConfigDed

-
In the field description, it might be good not to talk about DRB’s/SRB’s since they are both using the MAC-Mainconfiguration.

=>
Should not talk about SRB’s/DRB’s for the MACMainConfiguration, since the MACmainConfiguration is used by anything on top.

=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-085818
R2-085818:
Corrections on radio resource configuration
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· Samsung points out that the transport channel name is still appearing in other places, e.g. in default configuration section.
· Should the name “transport channel configuration” in the whole spec be changed to MAC configuration ? Samsung thinks this could be done. E.g. title of 5.3.10.4, 9.2.2 ?
· Samsung points out that the current procedure text in 5.3.10.4 is not really compete since many IE’s are not addressed yet. So some cleanup is probably required.

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085582:
Full vs Delta configuration in case of connection re-establishment
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331

· Samsung indicates that in R2-085653 they discuss this topic and show one way to implement this. However they are not very concerned about removal since it introduces additional complexity.
· Nokia supports removing the full configuration.

· Samsung thinks there would also be complexity related to PDCP; probably there we want to prevent full configuration option anyway.
=>
We can remove the full configuration option for intra-LTE handover and re-establishment. Should see updated text proposal removing the note for both re-establishment and handover in R2-085819
R2-085819:
Full vs Delta configuration in case of connection re-establishment
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331

=>
Agreed
R2-085653:
Corrections and clarifications on connection control
Samsung
TP
36.331

Section 2.3/2.4: can be skipped based on previous papers.

Section 2.1:
· NSN wonders what operation is intended for the first bullet in “considerations” ? Samsung clarifies that the main intention is that the UE does not apply any configuration before going to the target cell.
=>
Nokia thinks we should probably indicate “start synchronisation for the DL” instead of “synchronise to the DL cells”; all the reconfiguration actions of the resources can be started when the UE starts DL sync.

-
ZTE wonders if the UE has already measured the cell, is there still a synchronisation step ?

Section 2.2:

-
Panasonic thinks that UE does not have to re-apply the SIB2 configuration after handover, since the network should not trigger any handovers around SIB2 change times. It would mean that initially the UE would only apply the BCCH/PCCH configuration. So in Panasonic thinking, there would be some time that the UE does not take SIB2 changes into account, and later the UE does take SIB2 changes into account. Panasonic has no strong opinion.
-
CATT thinks applying all configuration from SIB2 should not cause any complexity. So we should take all parts into account.
-
ZTE wonders why the UE should not take it into account ? E.g. if physical channel parameters change ?

-
Ericsson thinks the Panasonic proposal would cause a bit of confusion: e.g. you would first have to get a SI-change notification ?

-
NTT DCM wonders whether since we specify SIB processing times, there could be UP interruptions ? Nokia does not see any interruption, especially if the parameters do not change.
-
5.2.2.4 clearly indicates that following handover the UE has to obtain all information aquired in RRC connected.

=>
Agree that the UE takes into account any common information it sees changed in SIB2 (except for the exceptions like TAT timer)

-
Panasonic wonders whether all information from SIB2 is intended ? E.g. also MBSFN subframe allocation ? Samsung is not assuming any special handling e.g. for MBSFN configuration.
-
W.r.t. logical channel configuration application when receiving SIB2, nokia wonders if it is only CCCH ?  Nokia thinks an alternative would be to only apply the CCCH configuration when you start the connection establishment/re-establishment. Samsung indicates that the specified logical channel configurations are for PCCH, BCCH and CCCH. Nokia agrees, but BCCH you should already have applied before receiving SIB2.

=>
CCCH configuration should be applied before you do connection establishment/re-establishment
=>
PCCH configuration should applied when receiving SIB2.

=>
BCCH configuration application is probably best indicated in 5.2.2.2 (initiation of system information reception)

Section 2.5

-
Nokia wonders in what case the request for local release is not coming from higher layers ? Samsung clarifies that it would be for the case of reconfiguration failure/RLC failure when security has not been activated.

-
Section 5.3.9.2, Panasonic assumes there are other cases e.g. RLF. Samsung agrees that this is the intended behaviour, but it is already captured in section 5.3.11.3.

-
Infineon wonders whether 5.3.11.3 should refer to 5.3.9 ? Samsung indicates that their main concern was that the reconfiguration failure was not yet covered and therefore this was introduced in 5.3.9.2.. Also the RLC unrecoverable error is probably not a RLF case.
-
Nokia wonders if the case of security is activated and RLC failure, what is the behaviour ?e

-
Nokia agrees that it might be more logical to have a switch in 5.3.5.5. for the Reconfiguration failure case and not use 5.3.9. for this. Also max RLF failure could be added in 5.3.11.3.

=>
Behaviour is clear but can discuss offline how it is best captured.

=>
Will need to see update text proposal in R2-085820
R2-085820:
Corrections and clarifications on connection control
Samsung
TP
36.331
=> 
Agreed
R2-085056:
Clarifications on connection establishment
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Section 2.1:
· Samsung assumes that in general we always refer to the field, and only in exceptional cases we refer to the IE (the type definition). Samsung sees no real reason to change that. QC wonders when we refer to the IE ? Samsung thinks that sometimes we talk about a parameter that is included in another IE, and then sometimes we mention the IE.

· Nokia is fine with this approach, but should check if this is consistently used. Can check this for the next meeting.

Section 2.2.

-
QC thinks it is good to remove. Samsung thought the note was usefull since in general RRC is configuring the identities, and now there is something happening at lower layers.

-
Nokia is fine to keep the note but should reformulate to “lower layer signalling”

=>
Small rephrase of the note as indicated

Section 2.3.

-
Nothing left

Section 2.4: first paragraph (change to 5.3.3.2; default transport channel conf)

=>
Agreed
Section 2.4.: second paragraph (change to 5.3.10.4/5.3.10.5)
=>
Agree to only have the reconfiguration cases in both sections
Section 2.4: third paragraph (change to 5.3.10.5; antenna configuration)

- 
Can skip this part from this text proposal; should be included in the Ericsson paper.
Section 2.5:

=>
Should check with Ericsson what really remains to be captured after the Ericsson text proposal in R2-085758
Section 2.6:

-
Mapping is already clear from 9.1.2.1 and 9.1.2.2.
=>
Agree on the note related to the RLC mode.

=>
Updated text proposal in R2-085821
R2-085821:
Clarifications on connection establishment
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085226:
Clarification on radioResourceConfigDedicated
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

-
Focus discussion on the stop of using the radio resources configuration from the old cell as indicated in 5.3.5.4/5.3.7.2.
Handover case

-
Wording is not so lucky (could be confused with the new configuration)

-
CATT wonders for intra-cell handover, since there is no special handling, the UP might temporarily be interrupted ? Nokia/Samsung share this understanding.

=>
Not so needed.

Re-establishment case

· Samsung assumes that for the re-establishment, we use the common configuration from the target cell. So we stop using the dedicated resources. Nokia is fine to clarify that only the dedicated radio resources are stopped to be used.
· So we could say that the UE should stop using the physicalConfigDedicated
=>
Should see small updated text proposal in R2-085822
R2-085822:
Clarification on radioResourceConfigDedicated
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc
· Ericsson wonders whether it is not better to add “received previously” after the physicalConfigurDedicated ? This seems not an improvement.
· Samsung indicates that in the re-establishment message there is already the IE.

=> Text proposal is agreed but without the addition of “until a subsequent RRCConnectionReconfiguration message is received;” in R2-085895
R2-085641:
Small correction on Reception of a RRCConnectionReconfiguration for handover
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

Proposal 1

· CATT thinks that maybe phuscaConfigDedicated is not needed for intra-cell handover ?
· Panasonic thinks we have agreed to have no optimisations, and so this has to be present at any handover. Samsung agrees.

· Proposal 1 is already covered in the Samsung text proposal.

=>
Agreed by already included in R2-085653

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson thinks that since the inter-RAT handover does not include the mobilityControlInfo, it is not mandatory to ohave the physicalConfigDedicated. However if we have handover to E-UTRAN, the parameter has to be there.

=>
Agreed, should be included in update of R2-085653

Proposal 3:

=>
Agreed, and will be included in update of R2-085653.
ACB

R2-085555:
Access class barring handling for emergency calls
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

· TMO and Vdf have offline indicated that they would like to have this check included. NTT DCM would be fine with this as well.

· NSN thinks this is needed; 
· NSN wonders if the text is correct related to barring for access classes 0..9 ? NTT DCM explained that of the UE e.g. only belongs to AC5, then the UE is barred depending on this “accessClassBarringForEmergencyCalls”.
· Huawei has almost the same text in the next document and agrees it is correct. If we want to remove this, we would have to consult with SA1.
· CATT wonders whether we really need these emergency parts. It is up to RAN5 whether they will test it.
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085521:
Some issue Access Class Barring
Huawei
TP
36.331
· Only proposals 2 & 3 are left

Proposal 2:

-
NTT DCM would prefer to keep it separate
Proposal 3:

-
NTT DCM thinks the current model is fine. The UE trying to be smart will anyway probably be barred by the network. Also a user should not be familiar with the RRC spec.
-
TMO are fine with the current model
=> 
Noted
R2-085139:
Issues regarding Access barred alleviation
VIA Technologies Inc
TP
36.331
Proposal 1:

=>
NTT DCM agrees that AS needs to inform NAS about barring alleviation. However in the text proposal you don’t have to discriminate all cases since all timers are stopped.

· NTT DCM thinks that T302/T303/T305 can also expire while T300 is not running.

-
Probably we need to address the alleviations when T300 is running and when it is not running in separate sections 
-
NSN wonders if there is not a better place to capture this. NSN assumes this can be included in the timer table description: when the timer is stopped, “NAS should be informed about any ACB alleviation”.

-
NSN wonders whether 5.3.3.7 is the best place ? NTT DCM indicates that also expiry can happen outside the connection establishment.

=>
Capture this in 5.3.3.7

=>
NTT DCM thinks that we should add text to indicate to NAS that barring is started e.g. in the end of 5.3.3.2, and in 5.3.3.8.

Proposal 2:

-
NTT DCM thinks this was already discussed and we agreed not to stop these timers when SIB2 is changed. This because then many UE’s might establish a connection.
=>
Not agreed

=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-085823
R2-085823:
Issues regarding Access barred alleviation
VIA Technologies Inc
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
C-RNTI change outside handover

R2-085680:
Change of C-RNTI
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

· QC would be ok with the removal. However QC wonders why the desynchronisation issue is specifically applicable to C-RNTI ? NSN thinks at least for the C-RNTI it is a problem. Samsung thinks anyway the eNB could take responsibility for this. QC just wants to make sure this argument does not propagate to other proposals.
· Samsung thinks there are 2 use cases: 1) synchronuous reconfiguration without handover; 2) re-allocation of C-RNTI after activation of security.
· CATT is ok with the removal, but thinks we should not have optimisations for intra-cell handover. So like Motorola proposes, the C-RNTI would have to be included at any handover.
· Samsung is fine with removal as long as it will not be used for future optimisation proposals for intra-cell handover. Ericsson shares this concern

· CATT thinks the C-RNTI could be moved to the MobilityControlInfo. Would mean we remove the IE “UERelatedInformation”. Ericsson would prefer to keep the current structure.

=>
Will remove the C-RNTI reallocation outside handover. However mandatory inclusion for any handover. Will needs to see updated text proposal in R2-085824
R2-085824:
Change of C-RNTI
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· NSN thinks the editors not at the bottom of the RRCConnectionReconfiguration can be removed. Samsung agrees.
=>
Agree with the text proposal with the addition of the note removal in R2-085894

R2-085368:
C-RNTI in RRC Connection Reconfiguration
Motorola
Disc 

=> Noted (naming of the condition can be discussed offline w.r.t. R2-085824).
R2-085540:
Keeping C-RNTI in RRCConnectionReestablishment message
Motorola
TP 36.331

· NTT DCM thinks this is just introducing another option and thus increasing complexity.

· Nokia agrees with NTT DCM.
=>
Noted (no support)
NAS message handling
R2-085101:
SRB for NAS message during RRC connection re-establishment
Panasonic
TP 36.331

· CATT supports the proposal.

· Nokia wonders what the problem is if UL DIRECT TRANSFERS would be sent on SRB1 ? 

· Ericsson thinks a TAU could be ready, but it should be no problem to have this waiting for SRB2 resumption. In general Ericsson sees no urgent message that need to be sent during a re-establishment.

· ALU has the understanding of the Panasonic proposal.
· NSN wonders in general how the TAU-only case is handled ? This can be sent in SRB1 and you might not establish SRB2 (no security activation, no re-establishment). And note also that the TAU from Idle mode would go in Msg5 (SETUP COMPLETE).
· NTT DCM wonders for the re-establishment case, the UE performs cell selection and it could be a different TA (outside TA-list), so then with this proposal the UE would wait with sending the TAI when SRB2 is resumed.

=>
Principle is agreed but should try to make the text proposal clearer in R2-085825=> Superseded by R2-085890
R2-085890:
SRB for NAS message during RRC connection re-establishment
Panasonic
TP 36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085420:
NAS level retransmission
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085454:
Clarification of AS-NAS concatenation - Stage 3
NEC, Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

· NEC indicates that given the discussions on the stage-2, “always” should be changed to “should normally”.
· NEC wonders why the sentence below is removed ?
· NSN thinks it is sufficient to capture this in the stage-2. QC shares this opinion. Ericsson would also prefer to not make explicit statements in the stage-3.

=>
Noted
R2-085217:
Clarification of NAS Message Transfer
CATT
TP
36.331
-
Only discuss modifications 4,5,6,7

Modification 4-7

-
NSN thinks this is already clear. We don’t need to further clarify; QC shares this opinion. Also ALU shares this opinion.

-
Panasonic thinks modification 6 might be good to have. Samsung assumes this would be invalid network operation and the general statements should be sufficient. Also due to retransmissions around SRB2 establishment, receiving a late message on SRB1 is directly an error case.

=>
Noted

Connection release/reject
R2-085011:
Allowing time for HARQ on RRCConnectionReject
Qasara
TP
36.331

· QC wonders what the expected network behaviour is ? E.g. in this case the network does not need to perform retransmissions. Ericsson also thinks there is a fundamental difference since the UE during connection establishment is not connected yet.
· Qasara thinks that either the text proposal should be accepted, or the note in the ASN.1 should be removed.

· QC sees no benefit for the network to know that the UE has received the message. QC thinks the purpose of HARQ is that the message is delivered to the UE and not that the HARQ ACK is received by the sender. Panasonic agrees with this. Note also that there is a timer in the UE for this case.

=>
Noted
R2-085584:
Introduction of signalling connection release indication
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331

· NSN wonders what is the use case. E.g. T3430 is 15s. eNB could easily release the connection if it does not get an S1 within 15s.

· The figure is not correct since NAS is now informed when the wait timer is started.

· ALU thinks that e.g. in case of an overloaded MME this would be triggered. ALU thinks that the eNB cannot keep track of this; i.e. the eNB will not be aware that the MME did not respond. If the UE would locally release, it would be seen as an RLC. So ALU has some sympathy for this proposal.

· Ericsson also supports this proposal. But do we have a signalling concept ? Maybe it would be more logical to have a RRC CONNECTION REL request.

· NSN assumes that e.g. in case of MME overload, still the MME could take action and release the S1. QC thinks this is in general for robustness.

· It should be clarified that the actual release still has to come from the network.

· We also have the local release procedure. So when is this local release procedure used, and when is this procedure used ? QC assumes that the local release would only be used in the authentication failure case.  Samsung wonders who takes the decision: will NAS indicate “local release or RRC connection release request” ? So we assume that NAS wil indicate what release we should use.

· Infineon wonders if the eNB can request release of the connection to the MME. NSN indicates this is supported.

· NSN thinks if this is really a rare error case, do we really need a solution in Rel-8 ?

· ALU thinks that this does happen in the field I relation to MME overload and it would be good to have this. Ericsson thinks this is used quite often in UMTS, also to request to go to DRX. Although this was not the original intention in UMTS, it is used quite frequently for this.
· Infineon wonders whether there is any restriction on NAS to not sent further NAS message when it has request this ? RIM thinks that NAS thinks they have released.
· Nokia wonders why in these failure cases before security is activated, we autonomously go to IDLE. So should we also have an indication to the network for these cases ? QC thinks one of the main arguments is that this is a proven approach from UMTS.

· Panasonic thinks it is a quite big change so late so would like to think a bit more about this.
· 8 companies think we should have this procedure, 4 companies think it is not needed.

=>
Can discuss offline but should probably go for this. If it can be accepted, we need to see an updated text proposal reflecting an RRC CONN REL REQ. Should probably also rename the other release procedure since it is also called “release requested by upper layers” in R2-085851
After offline discussion

- 
QC proposes to postpone the decision until the next meeting and have offline discussion.

=> 
Noted (GJTODO: agenda as issue)
R2-085057:
Clarifications on connection release
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

5.3.8.3
· ALU thinks the wording is not correct; there should be an “or”. Samsung thinks we could say “the UE may proceed with following procedures if a lower layer ACK is received even if the 60ms have not expired”. Ericsson thinks the text was quite clear.

=> 
Can discuss offline, but if no good alternative, leave the text as it was

-
Ericsson thinks it is more correct to keep the load balancing TAU text and redirection in 5.3.8.3. Nokia is in principle fine, but wonders how we avoid the double release indication to NAS. Samsung thinks we coud indicate in 5.3.12, that if the release was not triggered by a connection release, we provide an indication to higher layers. Nokia thinks this would mean to have a different order actions on release. Can see offline if it can be improved.

On the flushing:

-
Ericsson thinks there is no benefit of discarding the data at connection release and would prefer to have the flushing in both cases.

-
Infineon would prefer to accept the proposal and leave it to UE implementations whether they flush. Ericsson would prefer to keep the current text. Ayway an implementation can optimise the behaviour for the release not performing a full re-establishment.

=>
On connection release & inter-RAT handover, UL buffers are flushed and packets delivered to higher layers.

Other

-
Ericsson wonders if 304 handles redirection information ? Nokia confirms.

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-085852 => Superseded by R2-085898
R2-085898:
Clarifications on connection release
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· LG points out that the first sentence of 5.3.12 needs to be updated to “Upon leaving RRC connected state, the UE shall”
=>
Text proposal is agreed with changing this sentence in R2-085900
Service area

R2-085275:
Re-entry of service area upon connection re-establishment
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· Huawei supports this proposal.

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085519:
Discussion on reestablishment procedure
Huawei
TP
36.314

· Slight different wording but for the rest the same

=>
Noted
Other
R2-085016:
Required SIBs prior to RRC connection establishment
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

· TMO supports the proposal. For the note, can we not refer to “essential system information” ?
· NTT DCM would like to see that on re-establishment rej, the UE can immediately trigger a connection establishment without reading SIBs other than MIB, SIB1 and SIB2. Ericsson wonders for this case whether it is really in the best cell since it does not know the offsets ? TMO assumes that it is sufficient to have the UE perform cell selection before the connection establishment.
· Panasonic assumes that all SIBs relevant for reselection for IDLE mode would be required before doing RRC connection ? TMO/Vdf think it would be good to only require the UE to have read MIB, SIB1 and SIB2.

· Nokia thinks it is quite difficult to specify how long the UE has to be in IDLE before it can start the connection establishment. Some reselection parameters take time to be in effect. So Nokia support this proposal. I.e. it would be difficult to specify that the UE has to perform reselection before performing connection establishment.
· Samsung would prefer to see a text update where the note does not conflict with the bullet. Instead update the bullet somehow.
=>
Agree on the intention of only reading MIB, SIB1 and SIB2 and can offline work on text proposal in R2-085853
R2-085853:
Required SIBs prior to RRC connection establishment
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085421:
Multiplicity and type constraints values
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· Samsung points out that currently we have a placeholder for the UE capabilities w.r.t. measurement in 36.331. Should this be removed ? Probably (can be discussed separately).
· ZTE thinks that it is strange that the whitelist should be so big (same as in UMTS). Should this not be smaller given the approach we have now in LTE ? Nokia is ok with the proposed value.

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085090:
System information change handling during on-going procduere
Panasonic
TP 36.331

Proposal 1:
· ZTE wonders whether the UE can read the system information during an ongoing RRC procedure ? Panasonic assumes it is possible. They only address the case of how it is handled in RRC. 

· Ericsson thinks the principle is in line with not having parallel procedure execution in RRC. However text proposal should be improved. Nokia has same concerns.

· Motorola wonders how long a RRC procedure is running ? E.g. while T300 is running you do not take the update into account ? Panasonic confirms this behaviour. What about e.g. T303/T305: as long a they are running you do not have to take SIBs into account ? This is not the intention. Panasonic thinks this is not an “ongoing RRC procedure”. So we should clearly indicate what is an ongoing procedure.

· Samsung wonders if there is any issue in practise except for the RACH procedure. Panasonic would prefer to avoid to have parallel processing.

Proposal 2:

· Samsung thinks this was already agreed in the last meeting. However the corresponding text proposal is not agreed. Samsung is doing another attempt at this meeting. So proposal is agreed, and will see text proposal later.

=>
All agree that the UE is only required to take update SIBs into account after ongoing RRC procedure is finished. Should think about the best way to capture this in R2-085854
R2-085854:
System information change handling during on-going procduere
Panasonic
TP 36.331
=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085209:
Establishment of PDCP entity
CATT
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085536:
Discussion on the usage of KSI ASME
Huawei
TP
36.331

· ALU indicates that this topic was discussed last week in SA3 and there is a corresponding response LS in the pipe.
=>
Defer to the next meeting
R2-085012:
Issues regarding LogicalChannelConfig
Qasara
Disc

· Ericsson thinks the LCG is only relevant for BSR, and it should be possible to not trigger any reporting for a certain logical channel.
· ALU wonders if it is sufficient clear in the MAC spec that when a channel is not part of any LCG, there is no BSR triggered ? Can check this separately.

=>
Will specify the need as “OD” and see updated text proposal in R2-085855 [CB-Fri]
R2-085583:
Clarification on change of bearer mapping at reconfiguration
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331

· Panasonic supports the intention.
· Condition should be captured in the field description. QC thinks this is difficult.

=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-085856
R2-085856:
Clarification on change of bearer mapping at reconfiguration
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331
=>
Agreed
R2-085008:
Corrections to RadioResourceConfigDedicated
Qasara
TP
36.331

R2-085210:
NAS involved DRB handling
CATT
TP
36.331

R2-085533:
Misc small corrections 36.331
Huawei
TP
36.331

Not available/too late
R2-085370:
Radio Link Failure Monitoring
Motorola
Disc

R2-085541:
Keeping C-RNTI in RRCConnectionReestablishment message
Motorola
TP 36.331

R2-085585:
Delta configuration in case of handover
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

R2-085627:
SRB1 establishment clarification
Nokia
Disc

R2-085696:
Correction for abortion of RRC connection establishment procedure
Via Technologies TP 36.331

6.2.1.3
Measurements
- Including outcome of email discussion [63_LTE_C04] on measurement continuation at handover  (Panasonic)

Email discussion:  Measurement handling at handover

R2-085098:
Email report on 'Inter-freq/Inter-RAT measurement continuation at handover'
Panasonic Report related to email discussion [63_LTE_C04]
General
· NTT DCM wonders what we mean by “measurement continuation”: do we want to continue measurement reporting, or do we want to continue L3 filtering, or is the intention to continue performing the measurements ? Panasonic thinks the email discussion is limited to the configuration handling, not the other topics. 

· Motorola assumes for this email discussion, it concern continuing performing the measurements. Samsung assumes there is no difference between performing measurements and reporting. Today they go together: if the configuration is clear, it should be clear what measurement we perform and what reporting is performed.

· Samsung would like to see one approach for handover and re-establishment case. There are some differences since in the handover we can include a measurement configuration and we cannot in the re-establishment. So no meas-id removal for the handover, and suspension for the re-establishment. Motorola agrees to this. In addition, Motorola would like to have same behaviour for UE’s requiring a gap and not requiring a gap.

Proposal 1:

· Two proposals on the table:


A) Remove inter-freq/inter-RAT measurement id’s (and stop gaps)



- explicit addition of measurement id’s required


B) Continue with inter-freq/inter-RAT measurement (and stop gaps)



- UE which do not need gaps can fully continue, other UE’s suspended

-
NTT DCM points out that this measurement “suspension” is anyway already required. At any point in time the network can take away the gaps or not configure them.  
-
Panasonic points out that for option b) more remapping is needed.
-
QC thinks the overhead for defining the measurement overhead is almost nothing.

-
ZTE wonder what if the network does not want to continue the measurement ? NTT DCM thinks that you can always remove meas-id’s explicitly.

After offline discussion:

-
Are mainly discussing a signalling optimisation. NTT DCM agrees with the signalling optimisation, but thinks the complexity is the same for both.

-
Panasonic thinks that the testing effort will increase for every implicit behaviour we add.

=>
Agree that target frequency measurement will be started based on remapping

-
Assumption for a blind handover is that target freq object has to be added in handover command.

-
Handover: Question is on the source freq/other freq/other RATs:


A) remove the source-freq/other freq/other RAT measurement id 




- UE’s that do need measurement gaps will stop




- UE’s that do not need measurement gaps will stop


B) continue the measurement configuration for all freq/RAT’s (based on remapping fro 
  source freq)




- UE’s that do need measurement gaps, measurement is suspended



- UE’s that do not need measurement gaps will continue
-
Re-establishment


A) 
remove all measurement id’s (intra-freq measurement removal FFS)



- measurements started when measurement id’s are added again with measurement configuration


B) 
continue the measurement configuration for all freq/RAT’s (based on remapping for source and target freq): remove measurement id if object is not there


- measurement resumed when measurement gaps (if required) are added in measurement configuration. If gaps are not required, already resumed.


Support option A): [7]

Support option B): [9]
-
TI proposes to have 2 complete text proposals and then compare in relation to testing effort.
-
Panasonic thinks that in option A the measurement id’s are removed. However for option b the remapping, we need testing of the remapping for the target freq. Samsung thinks the number of scenarios to test would be the same, but the UE actions are a bit different.
=>
Go with option B).

R2-085684:
Draft TP capturing way forward of measurement handling upon handover, RRC connection re-establishment
Panasonic
TP
36.331

=> Noted
R2-085558:
Measurement handling at inter-frequency handover
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

Proposal 3
· Nokia thinks we should not have this case: if the object for the target is not there, it should be 
· added in the handover command

· So if you want to have the measurements on the target freq, the measurement configuration has to add the target freq object and a corresponding measurement id.

Proposal 5:

-
Panasonic supports this. The resetting of the reported cells has to be done for all events.

Proposal 6:

-
Nokia wonders what is reset ? 

-
LG thinks that a different set of cells is reported, so we should reset everything.

Proposal7/8:
-
Samsung assumes this is the current situation. NTT DCM agrees it probably has no impact.
-
W.r.t. proposal 7, Motorola wonders how long the eNB would have to do the intelligent scheduling around the measurement gaps. NTT DCM indicates the network should do it always from the beginning.
-
W.r.t. proposal 7, we should think whether there a problem w.r.t. the handling of the handover complete if dedicated preamble is used.

	Agreements:
Proposal 1: For the measIds mapped to the measObjects corresponding to the source/ target frequencies, the linkings to the measObjects shall be swapped;

Proposal 2: The swapping shall always be performed at inter-frequency handover, regardless whether the  RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes measurementConfiguration or not;

Proposal 3: If no target object was present at the time of swapping (note that a measObject for the target frequency can still be configured by the measurementConfiguration that is processed after the swapping), the concerned measIds for swapping shall be removed implicitly;

Proposal 4: For all other measIds (i.e., linked to measObjects other than the source/ target frequencies), they shall be retained.

Proposal 5: All triggered reporting events shall be reset at inter-frequency handover (also applies to intra-frequency handover);

Proposal 6: Also measurement reports for the Periodical reporting configuration shall be reset
Proposal 7: Measurement gap activation by the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message triggering handover shall be possible (also applies to intra-frequency handover);

Proposal 8: Inter-frequency/ RAT measurements shall continue after inter-frequency handover (also applies to intra-frequency handover), if the UE capability allows (i.e., no gaps required) or gaps are activated by the handover command.




Re-establishment:

- 
NTT DCM proposes to resume after the re-establishment procedure, but they would also be fine to resume only after reconfiguration.

-
Panasonic points out that there is this case of the target freq not being there.

-
Samsung thinks that when we have the implicit rule, then everything should be clear at re-establishment. Samsung assumes everything would happen at re-establishment which would otherwise happen at handover.

-
Panasonic would prefer to “suspend” all measurements up to the reconfiguration message so that the intra-freq object can always be added. So all measurements would be “on hold” until a first measurement configuration is received. Panasonic points out that the user plane is also “on hold”.

-
NTT DCM points out that this problem exists regardless of whether we choose option A) or B).

-
Samsung would like to understand the concern ? 

-
QC would prefer to do everything at re-establishment and not put on HOLD until reconfiguration.

-
Huawei thinks the best is to do it at re-establishment. This is a prepared cell so most likely the object exists.

=>
Will base the text proposal on the assumption that at succesfull re-establishment, the same autonomous actions are taken as on successfull handover.

For the re-establihsment, an offline effort can try to provide also the re-establishment text.
=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-085858
R2-085858:
Measurement handling at inter-frequency handover
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed.
Measurement configuration

R2-085419:
Value ranges of parameters for intra LTE events
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· Samsung indicates that some of the value ranges are used several times, so it might be better to have a subIE in the same section.

· Ranges should be verified
=>
Will see update in R2-085859
R2-085414:
Measurement event b1 and b2 threshold value ranges
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· LG thinks that some of the resulting value ranges are not correct if you take the offset into account. E.g. RSRP resulting value range is -115dBm to -24dBm, but RSRP value range is only up to -23dBm. Same correction also for 5419. Need to check
=>
Will see updated text proposal included in R2-085859.
R2-085859:
Value ranges of parameters for intra LTE events
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· NSN wonder if we would not use the type as much as possible ?
=>
Should use type definitions as much as possible for types used more than ones

-
LG thinks still thinks the value range is wrong. E.g. RSRP goes up to -43dBm, but the RAN4 range goes up to -40dBm. Ericsson indicates that the value range in RAN4 is less than and larger than at the boundaries.

-
Nokia thinks anyway the RAN4 requirements state what value range the UE is required to support in measurements.

-
Ericsson prefers to 9.1.4. and then it should be clear.

=>
Will include reference

=>
Will see update in R2-085919 [CB-Fri]
R2-085258:
Add Hysteresis to the ReportConfigInterRAT IE
Nortel
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-085658:
Corrections and clarifications on measurements
Samsung
TP
36.331

Proposal 1:
-
CATT is ok. CATT is wondering whether we should specify that the ongoing timer for event trigger periodic reporting is stopped ?  Samsung assumes that the new cell will be reported in a measurement report immediately, and then when this report is transmitted, the timer is restarted. CATT wonders whether the ongoing timer should be stopped ? Samsung agrees we could add that the timer is restarted in 5.5.5 if already running.
=>
Specify that the timer is restarted if already running.

Proposal 3:

-
QC wonders if we should use an ENUM instead of a CHOICE ? Samsung just aligned with the inter-RAT case where we have some information for one of the choices.

Proposal 5:

-
Nokia wonders what is the intention ? Samsung thinks that for E-UTRAN we have no distinction for intra-LTE, so why have it for inter-RAT. However Samsung has no strong opinion and would just like to remove the FFS. Nokia would prefer to only have the value 1.
-
For E-UTRA, the reportStrongestcell is the normal measurement on detected cells and it is the normal measurement.

=>
For the Inter-RAT case we will limit the reportStrongestCell to reportAmount 1.

	Agreements:

Proposal 1:  Introduce separate bullets in 5.5.4.1 for the case a new cell meets the entry condition. The behaviour is not changed i.e. the numberOfReportsSent is set to 0 (no change)

Proposal 2:  Introduce separate bullets in in 5.5.4.1 for the case the last cell in the cellsToReportList meets the leaving condition. The behaviour is not changed, apart from the following: stop any event triggered periodical reporting, remove the corresponding entry within the variable VarMeasurementReports

Proposal 3: Align the reportingConfigEUTRA to the reportingConfigInterRAT w.r.t. how to indicate the purpose of the periodical reporting (reportStrongestCells, reportCGI). Affected sections: 5.5.2.6, 5.5.2.7 and ReportConfigEUTRA.

Proposal 4: Apply the style normally used for normative sections also for the section on measurement filtering (5.5.2.8).

Proposal 5:  Agree to limit reportAmount for inter-RAT SON to 1.



=> Will see updated text proposal in R2-085861
R2-085861:
Corrections and clarifications on measurements
Samsung
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085214:
Handling of VarMeasurementReports after reporting complete
CATT
TP
36.331

Proposal 1:
=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

-
CATT thinks it is important to set the numberofreportssent to 0 when the max is reached.    Samsung assumes it is not needed, because it anyway done when a new cell meets the entry condition.

=>
Probably not needed.

Proposal 3:

-
Ericsson wonders why this is needed ?

=> 
We confirm that the VarMeasurementReport is kept after the reporting is completed, until all cells have met the leaving condition. No change needed.

=>
Offline on proposal 2; proposal 1 & possibly proposal 2 can be included in R2-085861.
R2-085212:
Action of VarMeasurementReports after measurement configuration change
CATT
TP 36.331

Proposal 1:

-
QC supports this proposal. However wonders if we go further: i.e. completely clear the variable in case the measurement is modified (stop all timer, reporting,….) This is the intention of CATT.

-
QC wonders what we mean by “clear the entry in the VarMeasurementReport” ?  CATT assumes we have one entry per measurement id.

=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

-
CATT admits that the text proposal is not complete for this proposal: if a whitelist cell is removed from UTRAN, the measurement might be impacted. However when a blacklist cells is removed, E-UTRAN measurement reporting is not impacted.
-
Samsung wonders why in all cases we cannot start from scratch if we have a reconfiguration i.e. when the object is changed. CATT would also be fine with that. Ericsson would also be fie with this.

=>
When an object is updated, all corresponding reportConfigVar can be reset

=>
Updated text proposal is integrated also in R2-085861 [CB-Fri]
R2-085594:
Value range of reportAmount, and relevant clarifications
LG Electronics Inc.
TP 36.331

Proposal 1,2,3:

=>
Should be mandatory parameter with range {1,2,4,8,16,32,64,infinity}

Proposal 4,5,6:

=> Agreed

=> Text update in R2-085863
R2-085863:
Value range of reportAmount, and relevant clarifications
LG Electronics Inc.
TP 36.331

=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-085417:
Clarification of EUTRAN Measurement report triggering
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· The condition on the “and the periodical timer is running” seems incorrect ? Ericsson agrees.
=>
Agree to add “if the triggerType is set to “event”” and will be included in R2-085861
Measurement report

R2-085104:
Reporting of Serving Cell Measured Result
Panasonic
TP
36.331

Proposal 1:
=>
Agreed

Proposal 2

-
Huawei wonders why RSRQ would not be usefull ? Panasonic thinks the main purpose of RSRQ is to compare congestion on different carriers. So it is not so usefull for intra-freq reporting. Ericsson things also interference levels can be compared.

-
Ericsson wonders if this proposal excludes event B2 for RSRQ ? Nokia thinks it seems so.

-
Nokia thinks it would be simplest to always report both RSRP and RSRQ. Huawei agrees with this. Ericsson also proposes this.

-
Motorola wonders whether this means that we do not need to report RSRQ for intra-freq neighbours ? Ericsson thinks RSRQ measurement results can be different for different cells on the same carrier. Ericsson thinks it depends how the UE takes the measurement: whether the UE is considering reference signals also from data transmissions.

-
Nortel supports including both always. Panasonic is also fine with this.

=>
Always include both RSRP and RSRQ; Can take a look at the text proposal in R2-085418.
R2-085418:
Including serving cell in measurement report
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· The “OPTIONAL” should not be there.
=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-085864
R2-085864:
Including serving cell in measurement report
Ericsson
TP
36.331
=>
OPTIONAL should not be there for the measResultServing.
=>
Text proposal is agree with this one change in R2-085908
R2-085365:
Issues Related to Measurements
Motorola
Disc

=>
Updated in R2-085815
R2-085815:
Issues Related to Measurements
Motorola
Disc

Section 2.2: proposal 3:

-  
Ericsson is not so happy about this. Ericsson thinks the RSSI could be different for different intra-freq cells. Nokia assumes this is a valid proposal.

=>
Can comeback a bit later if progress
Section 2.3:

-
Motorola understands that for UTRA it is important to trigger on one and report both. Huawei thinks we have discussed this before and agreed to only report and trigger on one, i.e. the one in the quantityconfiguration. Motorola is fine if the understanding is that we don’t have to report on both, Motorola is fine.

=>
Noted

R2-085468:
Consideration on Measurement results
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

Only proposal 3&4 are remaining
Proposal 3:

· Huawei thinks the presence could be made conditional not being a serving cell only event. LG thinks this is implicit from the procedure text. Samsung agrees.

=>
Proposal 3&4 are agreed and will be included in R2-085864
R2-085532:
EUTRA measurement result
Huawei
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered)
DRX

R2-085063:
Time To Trigger and DRX co-operation in EUTRAN
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

· Nokia clarified that the L3-filtering, if it is the same as in UTRAN, it is a kind of “sliding window”.
· Note that we have not captured the measurement model anywhere yet for E-UTRAN.

R2-085537:
Time to trigger configuration and DRX
Huawei
TP
36.331

· Ericsson wonders what the TTT is in long DRX ? Is it “0” ? Yes, “0” if the TTT is smaller than the DRXperiod. 
Options:


1) Do nothing


2) Configure values for active, short DRX, long DRX


3) TTT = 1*(DRXperiod)


4) TTT = Floor (TTT/DRXperiod) * DRXperiod

Discussion:

· Motorola thinks RAN4 has discussed the measurement DRX quite a lot. So Motorola thinks no scaling is needed.

· Huawei assumes that when we go in long DRX, it does not make sense to have an extremely long TTT. So we might have to rely on less averaging.
· QC thinks indeed maybe scaling is needed in order to get a reliable report. Motorola thinks RAN4 has ensured reliability with their rules.

· Nokia assumes that with e.g. a TTT of 200ms which should be ok in non-DRX. If we have a long-DRX of 200ms, then probably it is ok to extend the TTT to 800ms. But when we have 2s long DRX, we should probably not extend to e.g. 15s. 

· Nokia thinks proposal 4) is quite ok in that respect.  Nokia thinks that maybe in very long DRX, the L1 filtering is sufficient. Nokia thinks we could sent an LS to RAN4 with our questions.
· Motorola thinks we have to remember that the UE also has a history.
· Problem with dynamic switching between different DRX/active, it might be easier just to average over a number of reports, However this might lead to very long TTT.

· QC thinks if we want to have an upper bound, we should have a threshold. QC agrees we should consult RAN4.
· NTT DCM has studied this quite extensively, and they assume that no TTT scaling might be needed. Instead it would be more important to have the measurement is performed more frequently, i.e. when the UE is moving fast, the UE cannot be moved to long DRX.

· QC wonders what the metric is ? NTT DCM looked at the SIR distribution for different values of TTT. Scaling does not help so much; it is more important to have more frequent measurements.

· NTT DCM thinks that if you measure over all 25PRB’s, one shot measurements might already provide a good enough reliability.

· Nokia points out that RAN4 does not specify how often/when the samples come from L1.  Nokia assumes TTT has to be 0 if DRX is larger than TTT.

· Huawei thinks that maybe no rule is needed, but the intention can be expressed in text.

=>
Will sent LS to RAN4 with the different options identified and asking for guidance in R2-085865 [CB-Fri Nokia]
ICIC

R2-085359:
Measurements for ICIC
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331
R2-085543:
Measurement event for ICIC
Huawei
Disc

- 
ZTE wonders if we would configure 3 measurements if we want 3 levels ? Yes.

-
ZTE indicates that it could mean 3 reports for any bad cell in the neighbourhood.

-
Ericsson agrees with the Huawei analysis. So it would be interesting to limit the number of completely unnecessary reports. Ericsson would prefer alt1 in section 2.1. of 5543. So only when the leaving condition is met, we trigger. ALU also understood option 1 that way. Huawei confirms that is the intention.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be good to have a first text proposal agreed in this meeting, and maybe enhance it later.

-
The Huawei proposal is based on alternative 3.
-
Huawei thinks there is a corresponding problem with A3. Ericsson assumes that the overhead related to this would be less: we should have more weak cells than strong cells.

=>
Should see update of R2-085359 capturing alt1 from R2-085543 section 2.1. i.e. only add cells to the reportlist when they actually cross the threshold in R2-085866
-
Huawei realised after trying that it is quite complex to implement alternative 1. The UE would need memory of earlier detected set cells.

R2-085866:
Measurement event for ICIC
Huawei
Disc
· So the measurement report will contain cells that have met the leaving condition and cells that have met the triggering condition.
· Samsung clarifies that nothing has changed for the reporting: so only the cells that have met the triggering condition are include in the report. Huawei is not sure: the reporting is triggered before the cell is removed from the VarMeasReport. So the cell meeting the leaving condition would at least be included in one report.

· So what happens if the last cell leaves ? But maybe the eNB still wants to know.

=>
Think a bit more about this [CB-Fri]
Other

R2-085416:
Cleanup of measurement chapters in TS 36.331
Ericsson
TP
36.331

Proposal 1,2,3,4,5: => Agreed
Proposal 6:
· Samsung assumes that some of these parameters are really optional. E.g. s-Measure. So this does not seem correct ?

· QC wonders what “OPTIONAL” means in a variable ? 

=>
Not agreed

=>
Will see text update in R2-085867
R2-085867:
Cleanup of measurement chapters in TS 36.331
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· Corresponding editors not in 7.1. should also be removed
=>
Updated text proposal in R2-085891 Agreed
R2-085102:
Measurement Gap Activation
Panasonic
TP
36.331

· IDT wonders if there is really a need to change ? 

· Motorola supports this proposal. QC also supports this.
=>
Somewhere we should describe that gp1_gapOffset corresponds to 40ms and same for gp2..

=>
CATT wonders whether we should not keep extension possibilities ? Can check offline.

=>
the second bullet 2> seems editorially incorrect (not matching “UE shall”).

=>
We will see text update in R2-085868
R2-085868:
Measurement Gap Activation
Panasonic
TP
36.331
· Samsung thinks that it should be clarifies that a,b do not address an activation, but just an offset. We activate the pattern as soon as we can. So we should say something like “apply the pattern using offsets a and b…..”
=>
Will see small text update in R2-085893
R2-085893:
Measurement Gap Activation
Panasonic
TP
36.331

· Probably need to lines, one saying that the UE should apply the offsets for the gap pattern, and another one that say the UE should activate the measurement gap pattern
=>
Will see update in R2-085896
R2-085896:
Measurement Gap Activation
Panasonic
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085103:
Handling of Measurement Configuration
Panasonic
TP
36.331

=>
Withdrawn; 
R2-085679:
Clarifications on measurement results for 1x RTT
Huawei
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085692:
Handling of cellsToReportList
LG
TP
36.331
Proposal 1:
· CATT thinks the text proposal would result in the incorrect order in subsequent triggering.
· Samsung assumes that cells to report list is only needed for event triggered reporting and to capture the cells that have met the entering condition and not the leaving conditions. So Samsung assumes this is quite independent from the reporting. E.g. 10 are in the list, but you only want to report 4.

Based on offline discussion:

=>
Will increase the size of the reportList in the variable so that all cells that meet the entry criteria and not meet the leaving condition can be stored.

=>
In section 5.5.5, we will have separate handling of the reportList based on the measurement type: for periodic reporting, we do not need a CellsToReportList. This is only needed for event based reporting.

=>
Ordering function will remain in 5.5.5.

=>
Will rename the CellsToReport to CellsTriggered list

Proposal 2/3:

=>
Withdrawn (already covered)
=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-085869 [CB-Fri]
6.2.1.4
Inter-RAT Mobility
General
R2-085058:
Inter-RAT HO failure timer handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Panasonic has the same proposal.
· Samsung wonders what the T304 for the CCO would cover ? Is it running in parallel to the establishment in the target ? Nokia agrees. There are fixed timers for the cell search.

· Samsung understood that in UTRA spec we have a success condition for the CCO to GERAN.  Ericsson thinks it is a separate issue how T304 is defined, but that is a separate issue.

· Samsung thought we could have consistency between handover and CCO by having the timer in both cases and only covering the search. Nokia thinks it is more important to align towards legacy behaviour.

· Motorola wonders whether this means that there is an indication in the UE stack from the target protocol stack to the source protocol stack if the handover/CCO fails ? Nokia assumes this is already covered by legacy specifictions.
=>
Text proposal is agreed; know that we might still have to do some work on the definition of successful CCO in the target RAT.
R2-085092:
Timer handling for inter-RAT handover from E-UTRA
Panasonic
TP
36.331
=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-085265:
Handling of DRBs at Mobility from EUTRA
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· ALU wonders how the LTE side will know this if it is in the container ? Ericsson think it is the AS.

· So is the model that the target AS stack will indicate to the NAS which RB’s are connected, and the remaining ones are to be released ?

-
Note that at LTE AS side we will release everything at inter-RAT handover.

-
So should this not be a note because it is not LTE AS behaviour, but target AS behaviour ? Ericsson agrees with this.

=>
Capture in a note as clarification rather than LTE AS behaviour. Still the 2 bullet that are proposed to be removed should be removed.

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-085870
R2-085870:
Handling of DRBs at Mobility from EUTRA
Ericsson
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085647:
Inter-RAT mobility
Samsung
TP
36.331

Only proposal 2 and 5 are remaining:
Proposal 2:
=>
Agreed

Proposal 5:

=>
Agreed

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-085871
R2-085871:
Inter-RAT mobility
Samsung
TP
36.331
· Ericsson wonders if this update to the re-establishment procedure is also included ? Should also reflect this as a triggering condition for the re-establishment procedure

· NSN is fine with the text and confirms that the target-RATType is separately coded.

=>
Text update in R2-085897 is agreed, adding the condition also in the re-establishment case.
Cleaning up

R2-085524:
Moving from E-UTRA
Huawei
Disc

· Instead of new text, the text from 5.3.12 should be used.

=>
The text in 5.4.3.x should be aligned to current 5.3.12 w.r.t. lower layer handling.

-
QC wonders then why we do this ?

-
Huawei thinks the UE should not go to IDLE. QC thinks it is not harmfull to indicate this.

-
Nokia assumes that when you change RAT, it should be clear that functions for another RAT are not longer applicable.

-
Nokia points out that we have changed the last sentence of 5.3.12.

-
Samsung thinks we could have an IF statement in 5.3.12, and generalise the title “Actions upon leaving RRC connected”. 

-
Huawei wonders if it would not be better to have a clean separation ?

-
QC would prefer to have an IF statement in 5.3.12

-
Panasonic wonders if this flushing is now captured in stage-3 ? Nokia will clarify the flushing of lower layers in DL R2-085852. 

-
Panasonic was concerned about the UL behaviour. Is this captured in the stage-3 ? This is probably not captured in stage-3.Panasonic is fine to only capture it in stage-2.
=>
Will rename 5.3.12 to “Actions upon leaving RRC-CONNECTED”

=> 
IF statement “if not inter-RAT handover” for the last bullet  (related to going to IDLE)
=>
Will include these changes in R2-085852.

R2-085266:
UE State Change at Mobility from EUTRA
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (already covered)
Other

R2-085222:
Text Proposal for Cell Change Order/NACC
Nokia Siement Networks, Nokia Corporation, Ericsson
Disc

· NSN clarified that the only difference from the UTRAN NACC is the bitsize of the “networkControlOrder” since they did not find any reason to have it more than 2 bits, and the possibility to include 10 SI’s instead of 8.
=>
TMO would prefer that the text is clear this can only be triggered to GERAN. So this can be rephrased in 5.4.3.3.

· Samsung wonders about the statement that the UE shall support this without any measurements. TMO prefers to keep this. Samsung thinks nothing changes with or without the statement, and we don’t have a similar sentence for intra-LTE mobility. TMO wonders if we would have a general statement that blind mobility is to be supported. Samsung this is clear from stage-2 and descriptive text.
· Samsung wonders whether the further clarification of absence on the networkControlOrder is really needed (is this not clear from the target RAT specifications) ? NSN thinks this is already really the minimum. Samsung wonders whether we need the same clarification for the SI messages ? This should also be clear from the target spec.

· Nokia indicates that the CellChangeOrder can also be in the SI/PSI included in this message.

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-085872
R2-085872:
Text Proposal for Cell Change Order/NACC
Nokia Siement Networks, Nokia Corporation, Ericsson
Disc
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085655:
Correction to initiation of RRC Connection re-establishment
CMCC
TP
36.331

=>
Can discuss offline if needed, and if so include in R2-085871
R2-085264:
CS Fallback at Mobility from EUTRA
Ericsson
TP
36.331

· ALU wonders what upper layer is informed ? CS or PS ? Ericsson assumes it is the CS. However so far we never indicate what upper layer is informed.
· Samsung thought this was specifically for the failure case, not for the successful case. NSN had the same understanding. If you have by accident a handover due to mobility reasons to a CS-RAT just after NAS is informed about CSFB(at NAS level), you can start the CS call even without receiving the indicator from AS level.
=>
Can think about it a bit more, but probably not needed.
R2-085429:
Cell Change Order to E-UTRAN
NEC
TP
36.331

· TMO would be fine if this is not part of Rel-8. NTT DCM would be fine if this is not part of Rel-8. CCO to LTE is not yet part of Rel-8. Samsung has the same understanding.

· Ericson agrees and thinks that the “CCO” should be removed from the arrow betweenGPRS and E-UTRA IDLE in figure 4.2.1-1.

· Ericsson confirms GERAN is not working on this.

· NEC wonders if there are any other references ? 

=>
Will see text proposal to update figure 4.2.1-1 in R2-085873
R2-085873:
Cell Change Order to E-UTRAN
NEC
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed, but should have only 1 bidirectional arrow between E-UTRAN IDLE and GSM-IDLE in R2-085902
CDMA specific
R2-085366:
Discussion on parameters for HO to 1xRTT
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· ALU indicated that this is just provided for information.
=>
Noted
R2-085367:
TP for inclusion of some parameters for HO to 1xRTT
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085230:
Update to MeasResultListCDMA2000
Motorola
Disc

· ALU proposes to defer it to tomorrow. Motorola is ok.
=>
Update in R2-085889
R2-085889:
Update to MeasResultListCDMA2000
Motorola
Disc

· Some update is needed on the measurementQuantity
· ALU clarified that the LTE measurement reporting mechanism is used but now reporting for different carriers. So an eNB should provide configure a periodic measurement report, and then gets a report for all the carriers.

=>
Can see revision in R2-085901 => Superseded by R2-085909 =>Superseded by R2-085916
R2-085916:
Update to MeasResultListCDMA2000
Motorola
Disc
· Ericsson wonders whether the pilotphase is specific for 1xRTT or also for HRPD ? Motorola explains it will only be used for the 1xRTT CSFB handover
· Nokia thinks it should be clarified that the new measurement quality is not for HRPD. Motorola thinks eNB behaviour should not be captured in RRC.

· Nokia would prefer that it is captured that this is only intended for 1xRTT. 

· ALU thinks no restriction should be captured.

=>
Should try to capture that the network is assumed not to use this for HRPD

=>
See update in R2-085920 [CB-Fri]
R2-085255:
Clarification/correction of the Inter-RAT Mobility Procedure
Nortel
TP
36.331

=> updated for cosigners R2-085766

R2-085766:
Clarification/correction of the Inter-RAT Mobility Procedure
Nortel
TP
36.331

· QC wonders if we don’t need the remark on the subset of the DRB’s ? Ericsson interpretes upper layers here as CDMA AS and NAS.
=>  Agreed, but text proposal will be merged into R2-085872
R2-085256:
Corrections to CDMA System Information and Measurement IE definitions
Nortel
TP 36.331

=> updated for cosigners in R2-085767
R2-085767:
Corrections to CDMA System Information and Measurement IE definitions
Nortel
TP 36.331

· Samsung indicates we use “floor” so far. So should we not be consistent ?
=>
Agree to the text update replacing special characters to “floor()” in R2-085874
R2-085257:
Complete the Actions upon reception of SIB8 Procedure
Nortel
TP
36.331

=> updated for cosigners in R2-085768
R2-085768:
Complete the Actions upon reception of SIB8 Procedure
Nortel
TP
36.331

· Samsung indicates that so far we do not have statements like “process and store” for system information. Instead of some cases we have just added some clarification in the field description.
=>
Will see update aligning the description approach to what we do for the other RAT’s in R2-085875
R2-085875:
Complete the Actions upon reception of SIB8 Procedure
Nortel
TP
36.331

=> Agreed
R2-085672:
Inclusion of CDMA2000 carrier frequency in inter-RAT handover command to CDMA2000
LG Electronics Inc.
TP 36.331

=>
Noted without further discussion
R2-085530:
Cell reselection towards to CDMA2000
Huawei
Disc

=>
Updated due to cosigners by R2-085751

R2-085751:
Cell reselection towards to CDMA2000
Huawei
Disc

=>
Text proposal is agreed
Not available/Late/Withdrawn

R2-085559:
Pre-registration in EUTRAN and CDMA interworking
Huawei
Disc
=>  Withdrawn
R2-085546:
Consideration on Mobility from E-UTRA procedure
Huawei
Disc

6.2.1.5 
PDU contents details

Inputs regarding general message/SIB contents and information structure (e.g. parameters and their placement) should be submitted under this agenda item, with the exception of L12 configuration aspects (see 5.4). 
NAS concatenation

R2-085372:
NAS information for bearer establishment
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

· Ericsson indicates that the DL case was discussed in RAN3 and was agreed.

· ALU reminds the meeting that we have agreed so far that we would not do it for UL.

· CATT prefers option 1, which is the minimum impact solution.

· NSN prefers option 1.

=>
Noted; look at text proposal from R2-085586
R2-085586:
Text proposal on concatenation of NAS PDUs
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331
· ALU prefers maxDRB as size, since it makes it clear that there is an association. NSN shares this view. Ericsons thinks it is also nice that we already have maxDRB.

=>
Will change to maxDRB.

-
Samsung thinks it is perfectly clear that if any part of the reconfiguration fails, everything fails and no NAS message is forwarded. CATT thinks this is not really so clear that if the AS part fails, also the NAS message is not delivered. Can be discussed offline.

=>
Should not say that the list is transparent: only the NAS PDU’s are transparent.
-
Samsung wonders whether we really need a separate IE, since it is only used in one place.

=>
Can be included directly in the message

-
CATT indicates that in UMTS the max size of the NAS string is 4096. Can be discussed separately.

=>
Will see text update in R2-085876
R2-085876:
Text proposal on concatenation of NAS PDUs
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331
=>
Agreed
Global Cell ID

R2-085088:
Definition of Global Cell Identities and related IEs
IPWireless
TP
36.331
=> Updated in R2-085698
R2-085698:
Definition of Global Cell Identities and related IEs
IPWireless
TP
36.331
Proposal 1:
· QC would like to check the procedural text more carefully because now the NUCI should be used in places where today the CellIdentity is used. Nextwave thinks further changes can be added on top of this. QC thinks it might be easier to have the CellIdentity as a 29bit IE.
· Samsung indicates that our procedural specification is largely based on field names. So we could have CellIdentity, and the IE definition would be different for the different RAT’s.

· Ericsson indicates that RAN3 has expressed some concerns on the CT1 proposal.
· ALU thinks that the CellId is passed to the higher layers because it is used by SUPL and IMS. So the change to 29 bits has an impact on these protocols as well.

· Nokia would prefer to keep the CellIdentity as 28bits. Nokia proposes to have the GlobalCellId-EUTRAN consists of PLMN-Id, CSG-Id and Cell-Id. 

· QC is worried about ripple effects.

=>
GlobalCellId-EUTRA consists of PLMN-Id, CSG-Id and Cell-Id.

Proposal 2:
-
Nokia thinks there is no need to define UTRA-CellIdentity
=>  Not have this UTRA-CellIdentity

Proposal 3:
-
Nokia thinks there is no need to define UTRA-CellIdentity
-
Huawei thinks in GERAN specs it is just a bitstring of 65bits. If we go this way, would we also have a bitstring.

=>  Not have this Geran-CellIdentity, and not have LocationAreaIdentification

Proposal 4:

-
CATT thinks there is no need to have a separate type UTRA-PhysicalCellIdentity, since the current structure is more efficient for reporting. NSN agrees.
-
Do not have the separate UTRA-PhysicalCellIdentity; no change needed.

=>
Not agreed

Proposal 6:
=>
NCC has the wrong description (should be network colour code).

=>
BCC should be Basestation Colour Code

=>
No BSIC IE
=>
Agreed with changes
Proposal 7:
=>  Agreed

	Agreements: 
Proposal 1: GlobalCellId-EUTRA consists of PLMN-Id, CSG-Indicator and Cell-Id..

Proposal 2: Include a definition for UTRA GCI based upon the definition in TS 25.331.

Proposal 3: Include a definition for GERAN CGI based upon the definition in TS 23.003.

Proposal 5: Provide a more accurate name for the UTRA TDD L1 cell identity as described in TS 36.300 (Cell Parameters ID). 

Proposal 6: Include a GERAN physical cell identity based upon the BSIC. 

Proposal 7: Create common ASN.1 definitions for GERAN-ARFCN-Value and GERAN-BandIndicator.


=> Will see text update proposal in R2-085877
R2-085877:
Definition of Global Cell Identities and related IEs
IPWireless
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085259:
CGI for CDMA2000
Nortel
TP
36.331

=> Updated in R2-085770

R2-085770:
CGI for CDMA2000
Nortel
TP
36.331

· QC wonders why the need is “OP” ? 

=>
Should have no “need” indicated because it is an UL message

-
Nokia wonders when we have agreed that this ANR feature is also covering CDMA2000 ? Nortel/ALU indicate it was in an agreed text proposal from one of the last meetings. 

-
Ericsson assumes the need for the CDMA2000 operators is the same as for the other operators. Huawei supports this view.

-
Should make the ASN1 syntax correct (remove “)”

-
Samsung wonders why the sector id is chosen, since this is not globally unique.

=>
Text proposal with changes will be included in R2-085877
R2-085216:
Content of Global Cell ID for E-UTRA
CATT
TP
36.331

· TMO wonders whether we could just call it “first PLMN” instead of “operating PLMN”.
=>
Will only update the field description of the plmn-Identity in the global cell id, that the included PLMN Is the first one from the plmn list. 

=>
Similar clarification should be made for the PLMN in the global cell id for UTRA: here the included PLMN correspond to the common PLMN broadcast in MIB.
=>
Will also be included in R2-085877
R2-085553:
Clarifications on E-CGI
Huawei
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-085358:
Cell Global Identity and TAC definitions
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

=>
Agree that the TAC is a 16 bit bitstring
=>
Will also be included in R2-085877
Other

R2-085215:
Proposal about Frequency and Bandwidth Information in TDD
CATT
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085225:
Text proposal to clean up Paging
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
· NSN had a similar contribution in RAN3, and it was not agreed.

· Samsung thinks for a UE perspective, we don’t have different connection establishment cause values. So we can remove it.

· QC is fine.

· Ericsson brings up the issue of SMS, and the possibility to not set up a default bearer. ALU thinks this would require cause values in Service Request.

· Samsung is fine to remove it for now. NEC would like to keep it open.

=>
Will sent LS to CT1, SA2; Cc: RAN3 to indicate that we see purpose from connection establishment cause point of view and if they have concern indicate it. In R2-085881 [CB-Fri NSN]
R2-085274:
Value range for the default paging cycle
Ericsson
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085348:
Clarification of uplink power control with DCI format 3/3A
ZTE
TP
36.331
· Motorola wonders if this is the correct place to clarify this (RRC spec) ? ZTE wonders where else ? 
· Ericsson thinks this is specifying network behaviour; UE’s do not need to care about this.

=>
Noted
R2-085364:
Miscellaneous minor corrections and updates to ASN.1
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331
· ALU explains that this is purely intended as editorial update, no behaviour change.
· Samsung does not like the terminology “is not needed”; Intention is to indicate that the UTRAN should not sent it in that case. Can have a separate discussion on this.
=>
above 6.3.6, replace the “conditional” with “FFS”.

=>
same comment for “conditional” in the ReportConfigEUTRA.

=>
Agreed with these change in R2-085879; implementation guideline: implement this first.
R2-085460:
Simplification of the transparent container in the HANDOVER COMMAND
NEC
TP 36.331
Proposal 1:
=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed

=>
I.e. both the text proposal in section 3 and from the Annex are agreed.
6.2.1.6
Broadcast

Including System information, MBMS (e.g. interaction between paging subframes and MBSFN subframe signalling) and ETWS (e.g. scheduling of secondary notification, value tag handling,…).

General
R2-085649:
Corrections and clarifications on system information
Samsung
TP
36.331

Proposal 2:
· Ericsson wonders if this prioritisation is applicable in both IDLE and CONNECTED ? 

· Vdf wonders about the paging requirement for emergency calls.

· Samsung thinks it is quite difficut to specify detailed requirements on this.

· Qasara thinks paging should be preferred.

· Motorola thinks a UE should prioritise paging in IDLE mode. TMO agrees with this.

· Motorola would prefer not to capture anything (up to good UE implementation).

· TMO proposes to rephrase the note to say that in IDLE mode, the UE should give priority to paging reception in this “unlikely” event.

· In connected, the UE can receive any paging so this prioritising paging is not obvious.

· NTT DCM indicates that there may be problems if the paging DRX and SIB2 DRX would be the same and collide. Then the UE could never change cell.
Proposal 4:

-
Panasonic has a contribution to explain the difference between cell reselection and handover w.r.t. SIB2 acquisition. I.e. UE has to acquire SIB2 before cell reselection

-
Samsung explains that the editors note was on non time-critical information

=>
Can anyway remove the editors note and see if there are further clarifications.

Proposal 6:
-
Ericsson wonders what SIBs this refers this ? Samsung indicates that there is no FFS related to this in the spec but it was mentioned before. There is not text related to proposal 6.

Proposal 6-1:

-
Ericsson asked what the bit is set to. 

-
Panasonic thinks RAN1 is still discussing this TB size of the MIB, so maybe we should wait with this. Panasonic thinks it might be better to have more bits for future proof. 
-
NTT DCM indicates that we could either be 16 or 24 and RAN1 is probably going to ask us what it should be.
	Agreements
Proposal 1:  Agree that an offset to move the start of SI-windows is not needed (at least not in REL-8) i.e. remove the corresponding FFS in 5.2.3

Proposal 2:  Remove the editors note in 5.2.1.2 

Proposal 3:  Capture the earlier agreements that following a system info change, the UE continues using the old values until it acquires the new system information

Proposal 4:  Do not specify explictly which UE actions are not performed when certain SIBs have not yet been acquired by the UE. Remove the corresponding editors note

Proposal 5:  Maintain the sections on ‘actions upon reception of a SI/SIB’ that do not contain any UE requirements and introduce a general sentence to clarify that requirements related to the contents of the SI/SIB are specified elsewhere e.g. associated procedures using the information, corresponding field descriptions
Proposal 6-1: MIB change: add spare

Proposal 6-2: Update 5.2.2.9 to reflect that the UE specific paging cycle is signalled via NAS dedicated messages


=>
Will see update text proposal in R2-085880
R2-085880:
Corrections and clarifications on system information
Samsung
TP
36.331

· Ericsson points out that there could be additions to SIBTypes clarifications added. 
=>
CATT would like to change the first modified sentence of 5.2.2.9. to refer to “is configured” instead of “received”.

=>
Will have the starting sentence in 5.2.2.x only if no procedure text at all is remaining for a certain SIB even after the updates of this meeting.

=>
Infineon thinks that instead of adding the additional bullet and note in 5.3.2.3, the note is better captured in 5.2.2.4

=>
Will see text update in R2-085899
R2-085899:
Corrections and clarifications on system information
Samsung
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085272:
Offsetting system information
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=> Noted (already covered)
R2-085587:
Granularity of information at SIB modification
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

· Samsung wonders whether QC is not concerned within a SIB which IE’s have changed ? QC is not so concerned.
· Nokia thinks system information changes are quite rare and does not see a strong need for optimising this.

=>
Noted (no support to address this in Rel-8)
R2-085590:
SIB2 Offset Considered Harmful
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-085096:
Clarification on connected UE behaviour for handling system information
Panasonic
TP 36.331

Section 2.2 already covered.
Proposal 1:
-
Ericsson wonders why we have to specify this. Is this not obvious ? Nokia thinks this are parameters impacting cell selection. So the UE should take them into account when you would have e.g. RLF and perform cell selection.
-
Samsung points out that in re-establishment, we are still in Connected. 

=>
Assumption is that the UE does not use these parameters at handover, but does use them at suitability check in connected mode.e. at re-establishment (UE selects suitable cell i.e. verify these parameters).

-
Nokia thinks we should not start to list all parameters that a UE does not apply.
-
Access Class Barring is not checked for suitability, but for access, and only at connection establishment, so not at connection re-establishment. NTT DCM thinks it might be usefull for the train out of the tunnel, but you want to prioritise these connected UE’s anyway. So maybe not so needed.
=>
Can think for next meeting whether this requires clarification in the spec and if so, how it is best captured.

Proposal 3:
-
QC wonders why/how this could ever be captured by a requirement.
-
Anyway it is clearly impossible to monitor SI-change paging before you have the PCCH information

Proposal 4
-
IDT wonders if this is not an error case ? Nokia wonders how we specifiy this: i.e. how does the UE determine this ? Does the UE check for some time ?
-
Ericsson wonders what the case is ? Samsung assumes it is a network error case. Note that for the IDLE case, this is to guarantee future camping problems on new layers.
-
QC thinks we might have to consider it for the re-establishment then.

-
TMO wonders if we could have a “handover only cell”.

=>
What happens in cell selection if the UE cannot read SIB2: SIB2 is not needed for cell selection

=>
NTT DCM already explained that conection establihsment/re-establishment is possible only when the UE has aquired MIB, SIB1 and SIB2. 

=>
Can think more about this
R2-085097:
Correction on ASN.1 fields of SIB1
Panasonic
TP
36.331

· Samsung thinks Alt1 is more efficient.
R2-085130:
SchedulingInformation aspects of SIB1
Qasara
TP
36.331

-
Ericson supports proposal 1 from Panasonic paper. NTT DCM also support that proposal. IDT has same opinion.

-
W.r.t. alt 1, NTT DCM wonder whether the max should be “maxSIB-1” 

=>
 Panasonic will make small update of R2-085097 Alternative 1, with range up to “maxSIB-1”, and this is agreed in R2-085884.
R2-085425:
Handling of optional information elements in system information
Ericsson
TP 36.331

Proposal 1:
· Samsung wonders whether we need optionality for a 3 bit value ? Ericsson thinks it should depend on whether the value zero is very typical.

Proposal 2:

-
Already covered by CATT text proposal

-
It was proposed by use “OD”. 

-
Samsung wonders whether it is really needed to capture something in both RRC and 304 ? So question is whether the changes in 5.2.2.10 are really needed ? ALU would prefer not to have it in 36.331 when it is clear in 36.304.
-
ALU thinks that if there is behaviour described in other spec’s, OP is fine.
	Agreements:

Proposal 1: absence of q-Rxlevminoffset means that zero offset is used
Proposal 2bis: if speedDependentReselection is not broadcast disable speed dependent reselection as defined in 36.304 => Will capture this by OP, and the field description referring to 36.304.
Proposal 3: if s-IntraSearch is not broadcast for the serving cell, always perform intra-frequency measurements. => OP, reference to 304, CR text for 304.
Proposal 4: if s-NonIntraSearch is not broadcast for the serving cell, always perform inter-frequency measurements.=> OP, reference to 304, CR text for 304
Proposal 6: Make q-Rxlevmin in SIB7 mandatory.


=>
 We need to see updated text proposal in R2-085882
On the 36.304 CR proposal:

-
CATT thinks the cover needs some updates (for inter-RAT), CR text is ok.

=>
CR is in principle agreed, but updates to coversheet required

R2-085882:
Handling of optional information elements in system information
Ericsson
TP 36.331

· Ericsson was wondering if a separate field description should be introduce for “speedDependentScalingParameters” to explain the OP ? Now the OP is more or less explained for each of the individual parameters.

· QC thinks we can accept this proposal now, but can think about it further as part of the general discussion. ALU thinks a field description should be added.
· Ericsson thinks we could have a field description, and then indicate that the behaviour in case of absence of these parameters is described in 36.304.

=>
Will add the field description for the different SIB for Speed in R2-085903 and is agreed
R2-085409:
cdma2000 System Time information change should not change Value Tag
Ericsson
TP 
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085599:
Correction on System Information Acquisition
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331 36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085059:
Clarification on system information value tag handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Section 2.1 proposal:
-
Samsung indicates it was not their understanding. Also what we have today in the spec’s is aligned to UMTS.
-
Nokia wonders if the understanding than is that if the UE has stayed in a cell for 3 hours and has followed the paging SI-changes, it still has to acquire all system information ?

-
Motorola wonders what is “cell specific system information” ? Intention was to indicate “stored system information” i.e. all stored system information from the concerning cell.

-
Panasonic wonder if this works: e.g. if the UE misses a paging. 

=>
Can try one more meeting if clearer text can be found.
Section 2.2 proposal:

-
NTT DCM would like to keep these values although maybe 1 is not so realistic. In case of ACB you might want to apply this as quickly as possible.
-
CATT wonder if it is invalid to set the modification cycle larger than the SFN cycle (i.e. 10240ms) ? Nokia thinks this is not allowed. 

=>
Remove “1” and add “spare”. (at least limit some testing effort)

=>
Agree unseen to the text proposal for section 2.2 in R2-085883 (only removing “1” and adding “spare”)
R2-085457:
Corrections to 36.331 for Change of MIB
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

Only discuss proposal 1;
-
QC thought this should already be captured somewhere ?

-
NSN has a similar paper last meeting, but it was on the value tag.

=>
Offline check whether really something is needed.
R2-085593:
Clarification on required system information for UEs in on-going procedure
LG Electronics Inc. TP 36.331

· Panasonic wonders what the new behaviour is that would be cause by adding this sentence ?
· Nokia thinks that we already indicated the connection establishment case based on the NTT DCM paper.

· Samsung assume further clarification is not needed. IDT thinks current specification is sufficient. Panasonic agrees.  Ericsson also does not see a strong need.

=>  Noted
ETWS: General

R2-085644:
Issues regarding ETWS
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

· NSN wonders about starting the secondary notification immediately: would it not require a change of the SIB scheduling structure, e.g. adapting the lowest SIB repetition from 160ms to 320ms ? NTT DCM agrees that a system has to be careful about the scheduling but they would prefer not to disturb the non-ETWS SIB’s. So e.g. normally use 160ms and only 6 SI’s. Then there are 2 SI windows left. Further it is still an implementation issue if a network wants to do it at the modification boundary with a value tag change. Samsung agrees that with this proposal, anyway both options are there. If you want to wake-up non-ETWS UE’s you would have to do it at modification boundary.

· Samsung is wondering about figure 1. What happens if there is a new ETWS message: is there always a gap inbetween or is e.g. paging flushing the buffer ?  NTT DCM thinks that when secondary notifications are updated, there would be a time in between the updates. However if we want to have a continuous transmission (no time inbetween), we could introduce a value tag in SIB11.

· ZTE thinks that if non-ETWS UE’s are woken-up, there would not be a major problem. So we could use the normal SI-change mechanism. Note also that we do not have a strict delay requirement for the secondary notification. NTT DCM agrees with the delay aspect, but still think there is no need to use the normal mechanism. This text proposal has very minimal changes.
· QC assumes that in case of disaster also access control will be used with updates e.g. every 15min. So this will impact the non-ETWS UE’s much more.
· Ericsson thinks in the NTT DCM way, you can inform UE’s earlier. So Ericsson wonders what happens if the network needs to update the scheduling information of other SIBs ? NTT DCM explains this can be handled by having a change of the system scheduling at the modification period, and from the modification period boundary set the ETWS bit.

· Panasonic wonders about the primary notification: can we change the SIB scheduling during the modification period ? Panasonic assumes you cannot change the schedule of any existing SIB, but only add a new SIB after the current ones. NTT DCM thinks anyway the impact would be limited so the network should not but could anyway.

· NSN wonders if it means that we would need 2 bits for the notification, e.g. if you first started paging for primary notification, and later the secondary notification is added. QC thinks the UE can see from SIB1.
· NTT DCM clarifies that if you first have primary and later only have the secondary, the cell would be paging twice.

· NSN wonders about the case that the primary and secondary arrive very close together. E.g. first SIB10 is started, and half a modification period later SIB11 comes. How does a UE that started to read SIB10 know it now also has to read SIB11 ? NTT DCM assumes they will normally not come close together. If they arrive together, you have one page. If they arrive together but not exactly, the network would page.

· ZTE wonders if this means that upper layers receive the primary notification twice. NTT DCM assumes that the upper layers can discard duplicates. 

· Panasonic thinks that there might be UE’s that do not have primary notification capability but do have secondary notification capability. This would be very strange.

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson see benefits of proposal 1 due to the early delivery. You might have some double paging.
Proposal 2:

-
It was questioned whether we have any inter-cell coordination to avoid that a UE reads the same message twice on cell change ? NTT DCM thinks there is a message identifier that avoids double delivery to the user. However we could check for the primary notification with CT1.

-
ZTE wonders why this is only proposed for “new cell”: the UE should check whenever it enter a cell since the UE cannot derive from the value tag that the system information has changed.

Proposal 3:
-
NSN wonder if this means that ETWS UE’s have to monitor paging ? NTT DCM assumes that connected mode UE’s have to read paging or we have to have another mechanism. Anyway from the scheduling information they can detect that there is a SIB10/11.

-
We still need to work on how the UE can know whether the segments are from the same secondary notification. NTT DCM thinks we could have a gap in the schedule, or have a value tag in SIB11.

-
Nokia wonders about the impact on the specification ? It is in note1 in 5.2.2.4.

-
NSN wonders why not increase the SIB1 value tag ? NTT DCM sees impact to non-ETWS UE’s, and they would prefer to avoid unnecessary SIB1 value tag updates.

Proposal 4:

-
Motorola wonders whether this means that UE’s are continuously checking SIB1 (battery impact?) ?
Motorola wonders why not a timebound ?

-
NSN assumes that the UE would stop receiving Sib10/SIB11 when it has aquired the SIB. So the proposal 4 only would apply to when the UE is reading SIB11 segments and suddenly detects that the SIB11 is no longer broadcast.

R2-085091:
Remaining issues relating to ETWS
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
TP 36.331

Proposal 5:  How do we avoid combining segments of different secondary notifications ?

-
SIB1 value tag or 1 bit in SIB11 ?

-
IDT thinks 1 bit in SIB11 is fine. ZTE supports this approach.

-
QC wonders why 1 bit is sufficient ? A UE could miss a whole cycle ?

-
Ericsson thinks is ok with 2 bits.

Proposal 1:
-
NSN indicates that this is a network implementation issue, but we could consider introducig a note for this.

-
Motorola wonders what the problem is if it is not the last SIB  ? NSN indicates that non-ETWS UE’s could be looking with the old SI schedule. So that non-ETWS UE might not find its SIB.

-
Huawei indicates that at least we should have this result in UE’s not finding SIB1.

-
Ericsson thinks this can be a network implementation issue.

-
Panasonic would prefer to have something in the spec from testing perspective. NTT DCM thinks this would not be needed. Ericsson agrees that the RAN5 test should be designed so that it is last scheduled, but is it really needed to have it in our spec.

=>
Can think about this further, but maybe not needed.

R2-085456:
Handling of SIB10/11 Change
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

=> Noted (already covered)
R2-085263:
Scheduling of ETWS Notifications
Ericsson
Disc

=> Noted (already covered)
R2-085351:
Update of ETWS secondary notification
ZTE
TP
36.331

=> Noted (already covered)
R2-085452:
Corrections to 36.331 for ETWS Notifications
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

· Question is what is left to be changed after the NTT DCM changes ? NTT DCM thinks the changes in section 4 should be added to the NTT DCM proposal
=>
Changes from section 4 should be included in R2-085888; need for section 5 changes can be discussed offline.
R2-085685:
ETWS transmission and reception
HTC Corporation
Disc
=> Noted (already covered)
Other:

-
Ericsson wonders how a change of secondary notification is indicated to the UE ? NTT DCM indicates that the UE would receive a new ETWS notification again (no new UE behaviour)

	Agreements:

Proposal 1: Indicate the start of “standalone ETWS secondary notification” delivery also with the ETWS primary notification indication, and rename IE etws-PrimaryNotificationIndication to etws-Indication.

Proposal 2: When an ETWS capable UE acquires SystemInformationBlockType1 in a cell it enters, if schedulingInformation indicates the presence of ETWS primary notification (SystemInformationBlockType10) and/or ETWS secondary notification (SystemInformationBlockType11), the UE shall try to receive them.

Proposal 3: The SIB1 value tag is not incremented when only contents of ETWS primary notification (SystemInformationBlockType10) and/or ETWS secondary notification (SystemInformationBlockType11) change (i.e. when transmission of ETWS SIBs are started/stopped or when the content of ETWS SIBs are modified).

Proposal 4: (basically normal behaviour)

The UE can stop receiving ETWS notifications when it has acquired the corresponding notification. 

Proposal 5: Will have a 2 bit value tag in SIB11, and UE should not concatenate segment from SIB11’s with different value tags.

Proposal 6: If the UE receives an ETWS notification indication and SIB11 is scheduled, the UE shall check the value tag in SIB11 to see it if already has received this message


=> Will have to see a text update in R2-085888 [CB-Fri NTT DCM]
ETWS: Connected mode
R2-085526:
System information change of ETWS PN for RRC_CONNECTED UE
Huawei
Disc

=> Withdrawn
R2-085676:
Paging receiving for ETWS capable UEs in RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei
Disc

· Huawei clarifies that so far we have not specified at all when the connected mode UE has to monitor. Motorola thinks a sensible UE would monitor towards the end.
· Huawei assumes that as long as the DRX is not longer than the period we specify, the UE should not have to wakeup additionally.

· QC thinks that ETWS should be handled the same in IDLE and CONNECTED. Samsung indicates that so far a UE in CONNECTED is completely free when to read paging. Also when it has successfully read one in the modification period, it can stop reading paging.

· Panasonic thinks alternatve 1 is fine, however they think an alternative would be to mandate the UE to check the paging once every long DRX.

· Nokia wonders if there is a real problem if the modification period is shorter than 4s ? Then there seems to be no problem. Ericsson agrees with this, and the network is in control. So Ericsson would be ok to go with any of the two alternatives but thinks also maybe nothing has to be done. Nokia thinks everything is sufficient for Rel-8.

· NTT DCM supports alt1. 

· LG thinks having a longer cycle is nicer, so why multiple paging cycles.

· ZTE is concerned about alt1: if the default paging cycle is 2.56s and the DRX cycle is 2.56s do we not have problems ?

· NTT DCM would prefer not to have to restrict the modification period to less than 4s. NSN thinks not big thing is broken.
· Ericsson thinks there is no big problem if we do nothing.

=>
Probably no enhancement is needed for Rel-8, but might come back in next meeting
R2-085349:
How to notify UE in connected of primary notification
ZTE
Disc

-
Samsung thinks we have a long time agreement that we have additional wakeup for UE’s in connected. Nothing is broken that would make us reconsider this.
-
It was clarified that if we use the PCCH, the UE can anyway check any paging notification in period, not only his own paging notifications.

-
Panasonic thinks we have long time agreed that common paging would be used for this type of notification.

=>
Noted (not support)
ETWS: Other
R2-085547:
Battery saving for receiving ETWS
Huawei
Disc

· So Huawei would like to discuss the size of the indicator, since it could have more than cell relevance but area relevance.

· NTT DCM thinks it is ok to focus on a per cell basis. There could be some benefit of a wider scope, but NTT DCM sees no strong gains.
· Huawei points out that different areas are broadcasting different secondary notification. Chair points out that if we have a cell scope for the variable, there should not be a problem.

· Ericsson sees some gains of a value tag with wider scope (could combined segments from different cells), but is not sure that this is really needed.

=>
Noted
R2-085589:
Further considerations on ETWS mechanisms
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-085095:
Analysis of ETWS primary notification mechanism
Panasonic
Disc

R2-085350:
Transmission of ETWS primary notification
 ZTE
TP
36.331

MBSFN: Subframe allocation
R2-085270:
MBSFN subframe micro-allocation
 Ericsson
TP
36.331

=> Withdrawn
R2-085317:
MBSFN subframe allocation
CATT
TP
36.331

· Motorola thinks that 1&6 cannot be used for MBSFN. ZTE shares Motorola opinion.
R2-085565:
MBSFN subframe signalling interaction with paging subframe
Huawei
Disc

· Motorola thinks we have already agreed that potential paging subframes would never be used for MBSFN in FDD. However we still kept this open for TDD, so Huawei is now aligning FDD and TDD.
· Huawei clarified they are not proposing to use 1 and 6 for TDD.


· Ericsson wonders for subframe5 for TDD ? This is used for SIB1. So are we only talking about the “interleaved subframes” ? Becomes a bit tricky (very little capacity left). Nokia assumed the same reason not to use subframe 5 for FDD is also applicable for TDD. Ericss also doubts whether it is worth trying to use subframe 5 in TDD.
=>
Remove subframe 5 from the TDD list.
-
What do we do with #4 for FDD ? Ericsson thought we had agreed not to use this. Huawei wonders what the complexity is ? Motorola thinks it limits the freedom of eNB configuration for deciding the paging subframes.

=>
Remove subframe 4 from FDD list.

=>
Will see text proposal from R2-085514
R2-085514:
Implicit analysis between MBSFN subframe and Paging subframe
ZTE
Disc

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085086:
MBSFN-SubframeConfiguration - Subframes excluded from possible allocation
IPWireless TP 36.331
R2-085360:
Paging and MBSFN subframes
Motorola
Disc

MBSFN: Other
R2-085033:
Improving MBSFN allocation granularity
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE TP 36.331
R2-085671:
MBSFN overallocation issue
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
Discussion:
Do we have a problem or is this an optimisation ?
-
Ericsson thought that the scheme was designed given that the granularity is not a real problem: the UE just should not use all reference symbols in those frames. We could then do a finer allocation in Rel-9. Motorola shares this opinion. So Ericsson wonders whether we are not doing the Rel-9 work now ?

-
Vdf thinks overallocation would be nice to address, but is also fine to only address it in Rel-9. Motorola clarifies that in Rel-8, we don’t allocate MBSFN subframes. That will have to be done when we specify the more detailed allocation e.g. in Rel-9.
-
CATT also understands that the current allocation is mainly for measurement purposes.

-
Nokia agrees that we could enhance it in Rel-9, but we can do it more efficiently now. Note that also Rel-9 UE’s not interested in MBMS need to know where the unicast subframes are.
-
QC thinks the simplest way forward might be to change that the UE can assume there is no unicast allocation in these subframes.
-
Ericsson thinks nothing is broken. Ericsson thinks we could discuss whether the Rel-8 UE should still check these subframes for DL unicast, but no further optimisations. Nokia does not like that the UE would have to check every DL subframe (power consumption of a Rel-8 UE in a Rel-9/10 network using MBMS).
-
CATT thinks one could argue that it is even easier to check every DL subframe.

-
ALU does not like to have 1 bit more in SIB2.

-
Samsung thinks it is not so essential.


=>  Nokia proposal [3]

=>  ALU [1]

=>  No further enhancements[7]
=>
No further enhancements for Rel-8

Not available/Late/Withdrawn

R2-085677:
Paging receiving for ETWS capable UEs in RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei
Disc

R2-085361:
Paging and MBSFN subframes
Motorola
Disc

R2-085111:
Acquisition of SI-messages in TDD
IPWireless, NextWave Wireless
Disc

6.2.1.7
Other

E.g. general failure handling, UE capability,….
- Including outcome of email discussion [63_LTE_C05] on general error handling (NSN)

Email discussion: Generic error handling

R2-085592:
Report on Generic error handling email discussion
NSN
Report related to email discussion
=> Updated in R2-085699
R2-085699:
Report on Generic error handling email discussion
NSN
Report related to email discussion

=>
Noted
R2-085646:
Generic error handling
Samsung
TP
36.331
· NSN would prefer to think about this more. NSN thinks it is not good to just ignore unknown values in BCCH. E.g. in the MIB we have the BW. A Rel-8 UE cannot ignore this. Also is also worried about the RRC CONNECTION REQ. NSN would prefer to work on this for the next meeting.

· Samsung wonders if the error handling is the main point. Maybe we have introduced spare values where it is not really possible to use spares.

· Qasara wonder how it works when one SIB is corrupted, how can the UE find the next SIB in the same SI (length field should be possible to decode).  Samsung was e.g. thinking about receiving an unknown codepoint.

· Qasara wonders what happens if a not-needed IE is received. Should probably be ignored.

· CATT wonders what happens if SRB2 is established and there are still message coming on SRB1. 

Dedicated messages

=>
Agree that there is no RRC Status
BCCH/PCCH/CCCH error handling:

=>
Email up to next meeting to continue (NSN)
=> 
Will see small text proposal to remove the RRC Status message in R2-085905
R2-085905:
Generic error handling
Samsung
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
Other

R2-085066:
Miscellaneous Clarifications on Security
Alcatel-Lucent, Samsung
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085318:
Miscellaneous corrections to 36.331
CATT
TP
36.331

Issues 3,4,10,12 are already covered

Issue 1:

=> 
Agreed
Issue 2:

-
TMO assumes CSG support is not an optional feature. TMO thinks we might clarify that this SIB should only be read by UE’s having a CSG whitelist or at manual search or something like this ? Ericsson wonders when it is really to be read ? TMO assumes at manual search, but then also when the UE is camping on a CSG cell in its whitelist (in both cases it is forwarded to NAS).

-
Nokia agrees that every UE should be able to read it
=>
Capture that the UE is only required to read SIB9 either due to manual search or when camping on a cell from its whitelist… Details can be discussed offline.

Issue 5:

=>
Agreed

Issue 6:
· ZTE indicates that there is an ongoig effort to update this text part.
=>
Not agreed

Issue 7:

=>
Agreed

Issue 8:

-
Samsung assumes that SRB2 is mandatory to be established. NSN agrees to the Samsung  understanding. Also Ericsson has this understanding.

-
CATT wonders if it is clear that both have to be established in the handover  to E-UTRA ? Yes.

=>
Not agreed

Issue 9:
· Samsung assumes we should use the same formulation as when intra-LTE handover T304 expires, and then before initiating the re-establihsment we initiate some actions for the UP.
· Ericsson thinks maybe the current text is not so bad.

=>
Can discuss whether really something is needed.

Issue 11:

=>
Agreed

=>  See updated text proposal in R2-085906
R2-085906:
Miscellaneous corrections to 36.331
CATT
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085422:
Planning of the Rel-8 ASN.1 review for LTE
Ericsson
Disc

· Ericsson proposes that the main aspect is to find a review coordinator, and leave the detailed review plan for email.

· Himke would be willing to coordinate this activity. Himke assumes that anyway the rapporteur would have to be heavily involved.

=>
Rapporteur will come up with detailed review plan for next meeting, including allocation of at least 2 companies to each of the different ASN.1 parts.
R2-085681:
List for Protection Exception of RRC Messages
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Samsung?
Disc

· IDT wonders whether the re-establihsment message cannot be sent without protection before security activation ? No.
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-085445:
Incorporation of CSG indicator bit into CellIdentity
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-085205:
Clarification of Key Derivation
CATT
TP
36.331

· Tdoc R2-085066 removed the term AS derived key.
· Ericsson wonders whether really RRC derives the key ?

=>
CATT will check whether after R2-085066 there is still something to clarify. If so, can take R2-085066 and make further changes in R2-085907 (use clear highlighting)
R2-085907:
Clarification of Key Derivation
CATT
TP
36.331

· CATT clarified they did not base it on R2-085066, since this is separate sections. However they aligned the terminology
· Samsung wonders why change 3 includes an “if needed” ? CATT indicates the “if needed” is for re-establishment.

=>
Continue on Friday [CB-Fri]
R2-085013:
RRCTransactionId in UL/DL InfoTransfer messages
Qasara
TP
36.331

· ALU indicates that this has been discussed, and then we argeed on a set of rules that result in a transaction id in the DL Info Transfer.
=>
Noted
R2-085700:
TP to 36.331 for UE Capability Handling
Vodafone
TP
36.331
· TMO wonders why the detach/attach is only for connected state ?
· Chair wonders if it is possible to do a detach and attach on the same RRC connection ? Understanding is that this is not possible; have to go to IDLE in the middle ? ALU indicates indicates that in UMTS there was a network detach with re-attach flag, but they hope it is not possible in LTE.

· The note should be rephrased to say that: 

“NOTE:  Change of the UE's GERAN and/or UTRAN UE radio capabilities in ECM-Idle state is supported by use of the Tracking Area Update procedure. Change of E-UTRAN UE radio capabilities is only supported through detach and re-attach.”
· NSN wonders whether we really need to describe this in 36.331 ? This does imply clear UE behaviour on e.g. not providing different E-UTRAN capabilities on a RRC connection, so we should capture. TMO thinks it should be made more normative.

=>
Should see text update indicating relevant normative behaviour for the UE (and possibly a note), and using RRC terminology in R2-085911 [CB-Fri]
Not available/Late/Withdrawn

R2-085424:
Removal of T312
Ericsson
Disc

R2-085534:
RB Identity
Motorola
Disc

R2-085702:
Periodic Updates in Connected Mode
Vodafone
Disc

R2-085285:
Paging Capacity for Low Bandwidth Systems
Vodafone
Disc

=> Withdrawn
6.2.1.8 
AS container handling
Additional information to be exchanged between source and target eNB at handover ? Clarifications on included contents ?....
AS Container <-> S1/X2 AP

R2-085223:
RRC Container definition and Work split between RAN2 and RAN3
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

· CATT wonders about cell specific parameters.
· So with these rules we would have:
	
	AS container
	S1/X2 AP
	

	Based on new rule
	
	
	

	AMBR
	
	X
	Not Rule 3,4

	QCI
	
	X
	Not Rule 3,4

	AS configuration
	X
	
	-

	AS UE capability
	X
	
	-

	UE Security capability
	
	X
	Not Rule 3,4

	NCC
	
	X
	Rule 2

	KeNB*
	
	X
	Rule 2

	Short MAC-I
	X
	
	-

	SI from source cell
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Based on previous rules
	
	
	

	- UE specific RRM

  - e.g. Inactivity time
	X
	
	

	- UE history list
	
	X
	


-
Rule 1 should probably be update to: “parameter is related to a particular UE handover”
-
What about SI ? Can probably rule 1.

-
QC points out that we are not sure the UE has received this information.  We should be sure because it should have been provided in the previous handover command. So the source eNB proide the information he believes the UE is aware of.
=>
Remove rule 1.
-
Samsung thinks we might like to have this in our container because we might want to use delta signalling for the physicalConfigurationCommon.
-
Ericsson thinks rule 3 and 4 can be combined.

=>
Try to combine rule 3 and 4.

=>
Will see CR for the stage-2 (Annex) in R2-085912 [CB-Fri]
=>
Outgoing LS to RAN3 including rules and examples in R2-085913 [CB-Fri NSN]
R2-085224:
Removal of Security Context from RRC Container
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

· So proposal is to move the KeNB* and NCC to S1/X2 AP.
· NTT DCM thinks it makes sense to put NCC on S1/X2. However what about the KeNB* ? i.e. when the MME provides an NH who does the PCI binding ? NSN assumes that the target eNB can determine what it received (KeNB* or NH) and bind to the PCI only in case it receives an NH.
· CATT wonders about the X2 security capability, how does the target-eNB get the UE security capability: from the source eNB on X2-AP.

· NTT DCM wonders how this would work in case of multiple KeNB generation.
· Samsung wonders why the KeNB*/NCC cannot be transferred transparently.  It could be but there is no real need to provide 3 keNB*/NH to target eNB. So the MME can, if it provides two NH’s, stop the KeNB*. Thus a kind of signalling optimisation.

· Samsung thinks it is more AS originated information, since it is bounded to the PCI.

· NTT DCM has a slight preference for keeping the keNB*’s in the AS container.

=>
keNB* and NCC can go on the S1/X2-AP.
=>
Also included in the LS and CR.
R2-085760:
RRC Container – X2, S1 Examples
=> Noted without presentation (corresponding RAN3 inputs)
Other

R2-085150:
Removal of UE History Information in TS 36.331
Vodafone
TP
36.331

· There are some ASN.1 errors.
=>
Will see text update in R2-085914 [CB-Fri]
R2-085211:
Consideration on Inter-node Message
CATT
TP
36.331

· ZTE wonders if we go this way, why not put it on the AP directly ? NSN wonders how the source could know the target has the information ? CATT thinks the source can know it if sent already. NSN thinks the source cannot know if the target stored.
· Ericsson shares the NSN concern, so in most cases the source would just sent it out anyway. So Ericsson sees limited value.

· ZTE thinks if we accept this, we should sent an LS to RAN3. Huawei thinks if we want this, then we have to move it to X2 since we want to specify behaviour for the target (the storing).

=>
Need to think more about how we handle this commonPhysicalConfiguration in handover. Do we want to allow delta signalling at handover or is this not really possible ?

=>
Previously we have sad that we do not worry in Rel-8 about handovers around system information change (MIB, SIB1, SIB2). So the source should always be sure what the UE is using.

=>
Noted (not much support)
Not available/Late/Withdrawn

R2-085149:
CR to Remove UE History Information
Vodafone
TP
36.331

R2-085278:
Removal of UE History Information in TS 36.331
Vodafone
TP
36.331

R2-085279:
Removal of UE History Information in TS 36.331
Vodafone
TP
36.331

6.2.1.9 
Methodology

Methodology issues e.g. related to new tabular/ ASN.1 format. 
- Including outcome of email discussion [63_LTE_B01] on “need handling” (ALU)

Email discussion: “Need”
R2-085362:
Report of Email discussion on use of Need
Alcatel-Lucent (Rapporteur)
Report related to email discussion [63_LTE_B01]
=>
Noted
R2-085363:
ASN.1 corrections on Need
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

Change 1:

-
QC indicates that “mostly related to stateful functionality” means ? However does not have better text. ALU proposes to reword OC definition to “statefull functionality and is also used for information that is transparent to RRC”
-
Samsung wonders whether it is really clear this “statefull” ?

Change 2:
-
ALU explained you cannot have transparent and statefull
-
Qasara wonders whether we should split OC into OC and OT (transparent). QC wonders if having 4 need codes is really the way to go ?

-
ALU thinks that whenever we are in doubt, we should use OP and indicate what we want in the field description.
-
Ericsson points out that the text proposal does not make all SIB optionals to OD. ALU explains that they have applied normal rules in SIB’s, however the rules would be such that OC would never be used.
Change 3:

-
Ericsson wonders whether the critical and non-critical extensions should be handled differently ?
-
Chair wonders whether OC is really correct for extensions (what if you go from a Rel-9 to a Rel-8 eNB that does not provide the extensions).

-
Samsung wonders if there is not general procedure text for extensions that covers this ? I.e. we could set them to OP and refer to 8.4. Seems bit thin, so might have to extend the text in 8.4.
=>
Have OP and may add further clarification in 8.4

Change 4:

=>
Agree to not have need for UL messages (so OP should be removed for UL); i.e. no need to specify eNB behaviour on absence.

Change 5:

=>
Agreed

Change 6:

-
Ericsson is wondering if we have a need for inter-node messages ? The receiving node is the target eNB, and we shoud not need to capture that. We should be clear on the conditions, but the need does not seem so important

=> Agreed

Open issue 1:

-
Normal rules apply; we have to do the exercise per IE. Samsung indicates that in UMTS we often had a choice between FDD and TDD. 
Open issue 2:

=>
Handle by OP and a reference; however very few/none open issues should be left today.
Open issue 3,4: addressed

Open issue 5:
-
Come back on Friday

Open issue 6:

-
Should be handled with OC and enable/disable inside (will be handled by Ericsson in future meeting).

Open issue 7:

-
Ericsson thinks this is closed.

Continuation proposal (looking at 5 weeks inbetween the meetings):

Week1
Week2: Mon we get final joint CR; ALU could provide Need CR on top of this by Wed

Week3; Up to Friday to agree on a new CR including the “need changes”

Week4: Inputs to RAN2#64 should be based on the “need version”

Week5:
-
Ericsson wonders if it would be good to capture the detailed rules in Annex A.3.1 ? ALU assumes that the modified table should be sufficient ? Ericsson indicates e.g. how to handle other specs. Main purpose of such an annex would be that everybody would follow this. Ericsson thinks e.g. how to refer to other specifications. Samsung thinks some typical examples could be usefull (like we have for the naming).
=>
Will continue the exercise with this timeline.

=>
ALU can think about having additions to the annex for clarity based on the rules Sudeep applies.
Other

R2-085069
Naming conventions in ASN.1
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

Proposal 1:
=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed

=>
Nokia will bring contribution for next meeting.
6.2.2
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

6.2.2.1 
Status

Input from rapporteur only, e.g.  open issue list and rapporteur cleanup/corrections on non-controversial issues.
6.2.2.2 
Other

R2-085660:
Discussion on parameters of inter-RAT cell reselection
CMCC
Disc

R2-085687:
Removal of cellReservationExtension
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

R2-085688:
CR to 36.304 on Removal of cellReservationExtension
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.304
R2-085527:
CR to 36.304 on black listed cells
Huawei
CR
36.304

R2-085603:
Correction on cell reselection candidates cells of inter-RAT
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.304

R2-085528:
CR to 36.304 on Speed dependent scaling factor for CDMA2000
Huawei
CR
36.304

R2-085545:
Correction to Definition of homePLMN
Huawei
CR
36.304

R2-085352:
Serveral clarification for cell reselection
ZTE
CR
36.304

R2-085591:
Clarification of definition of SnonServingCell,x for CDMA2000 RATs
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.304

R2-085218:
Clarification of Cell Reselection Priority
CATT
CR
36.304







