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email:
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Technical documents:



ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_69bis/Docs
Ad hocs:








Parallel ad hoc held (see agenda item 2.1) on









- UTRA (see agenda items 8-11, Tue - Fri noon): chaired by Etienne Chaponniere
No joint ad hocs with other WGs were held.
next meetings:





TSG RAN WG2 #70,

10.05. - 14.05.2010
Montreal, Canada










TSG RAN #48,



01.06. - 04.06.2010
Seoul, Korea
Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #69bis was held in Beijing, China, co-located with RAN WG1 and WG5. The RAN WG2 meeting had 1 parallel session: UTRA session (see agenda items 8-11; Tue - Fri noon). All other topics were treated in the main session.
· 209 participants (registered before the meeting: 261)
· 718 Tdocs allocated with 650 available contributions.
· 22 incoming liaison statements (4 related to UTRA, 12 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 6 on joint aspects): 1 received during RAN2 #69bis, all incoming LSs were treated.
· 7 outgoing liaison statements (0 related to UTRA, 6 on LTE; and 1 on joint aspects, 2 of the 7 agreed by email)
· 6 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #69bis (see Annex F)
· About a 1/2 day spent on REL-10 WI on Relays (see AI 7.2). Results see 36.300 CR R2-102659 (email discussion [69b#3]).
· Almost 2 days spent on REL-10 WI Carrier aggregation (see AI 7.1). Results see 36.300 CR R2-102645 (email discussion [69b#4]).
· One evening spent on REL-10 WI Latency Reduction (see AI 7.3). Way forward decision postponed to RAN2 #70 (see R2-102000).
· Progress on REL-10 WI Minimisation of Drive Tests (MDT) captured in stage 2 TS 37.320 v0.4.0 R2-102667, also LS to SA5 in R2-102666.

· Progress on REL-10 SI Machine Type Communications (MTC) captured in TR 37.868 v0.3.0 R2-102657.
· Among 268 change requests (CRs) in total: 68 CRs (40 for UTRA specs, 28 for LTE specs) were agreed in principle. They will be (re)submitted to RAN2 #70 for final agreement.
Note:
The sequence in which the different topics appear in this report is related to the agenda of the meeting. However, the Tdocs do not necessarily appear in the sequence as they were treated in the meeting.

1
Opening of the meeting

TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung) opened the meeting RAN WG2 #69bis on Monday morning 12.04.2010 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host, Huawei Technologies, Yang Xudong welcomed the delegates to Beijing, China and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms:
Main RAN2 room:

Conference Hall A (1st floor = street level),
planned for up 250 participants, Mon-Fri

RAN2 ad hoc room:

Function Room 9B (floor B1 = 1 floor below main room),
planned for up to 50 participants, 






Mon-Fri noon (UTRA)
Other RAN WGs:
same location:
RAN1:





Grand Ballroom BCD (1st floor) + ad hoc room
RAN5 (SIG group only):
Function Room 2AB (floor B1)
1.1
Call for IPR

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

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

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

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


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the RAN WG2 chairmen.
2
General: Agenda / Organisation
2.1
Proposed Agenda

R2-101950:
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #69bis, Beijing, China, 12.04.-16.04.2010
Samsung (RAN2 chairman)
Agenda

-
-
=>
Revised in R2-101975
R2-101975:
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #69bis, Beijing, China, 12.04.-16.04.2010
Samsung (RAN2 chairman)
Agenda

-
-
=>
Approved
Time-schedule (only indicative.  If issues go quicker, topics may be moved forward):

	Indicative Time-schedule
	Main room
	UMTS room

	Monday
	[2],[3],[4]

	

	
	
	

	Tuesday
	[5][6][7.1]
	[8 without TDD]
Evening: TDD Session [8]

	
	
	

	Wednesday
	[7.1]
	[9]

Evening: [10.4 - ASN.1 discussion]

	
	 
	

	Thu: before morning coffee
	[7.1]


	All day: [10.1], [10.2], [10.3], [10.4], [10.5]

After-Lunch: Come-backs


	Thu: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	

	Thu: lunch -> afternoon coffee
	[7.2]

[7.3]
	

	Thu: after afternoon coffee
	
	

	
	
	

	Fri: before morning coffee
	[12][13][14]

	Come –backs

	Fri: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	

	Fri: lunch -> until  5pm
	
	


Chairman thanked companies that submit contributions before deadline. Also early submissions are appreciated. Will start to refrain from treating late documents.

2.2
Minutes of previous meeting

R2-101951:
Draft report of RAN2 #69, San Francisco, USA, 22.02.-26.02.2010
ETSI MCC
Report
to be agreed on Friday of the meeting
-
Comments can be provided up to Thursday to Joern; only offline comment for ITU-R will be added
=>
With that change the report is agreed in R2-101978
2.3
Reporting from other meetings

TSG-RAN

General

· All Rel-9 WI/SI’s closed except LTE positioning (additional one quarter extension) and network based positioning (moved to Dec 2010)
· CSFB: Agreed to redirection with multiple cells to GERAN&UTRAN. Conditionally agreed to LTE->UMTS handover with SRB only and CDMA access control in SIB8 depending on SA approval

· RAN requested RAN WG’s to review M.1457 material for ITU (this exercise should take place before RAN2#69bis on the RAN2 email reflector for which TIM kindly accepted coordination)
UMTS

· Although a study item on automatic neighbour discovery was not accepted by RAN, RAN2 is requested to “Identify the UE implications of supporting ANR using procedures defined in release 9 for CSG inbound handover, and identify whether this is a sufficient solution or changes would be beneficial to support ANR in order to minimise end user perceived impacts in the UE performance”. Contributions can be submitted under agenda item 10.4. RAN2 should report outcome to RAN#48.

LTE

· LTE CA: way forward on work related to having UL CC’s in multiple UL bands is captured in RP-100380. RAN2 will only work on multiple-timing advance when inter-band UL aggregation is supported e.g. Rel-11.

· Potential LTE L2 enhancements for high data rates can be discussed under agenda item 7.4.
TSG-SA (based on reporting from RAN chairman)
· Rel-9:

· CR on CSFB Handover to UMTS: 
RAN CR was approved and SA2 CRs will be treated in the next SA2 meeting appropriately.

· CR on CSFB to cdma2000:
CR was approved. Proposal of SA1 exception on access control for CSFB was granted to continue discussion on this in SA1.

· PLMN selection for emergency call in shared networks:
CT chairman showed his concerns on this topic in his report in SP-100118 (see slide 17). Operators' concerns on the re-try process proposed by RAN2 was not identified in SA#47, however, it was concluded that SA1 will treat this if needed.

· Rel-10:

· NIMTC: 
Focus of 3GPP MTC work (LS in SP-100224)

· Other

· 2012 meeting calendar:
3GPP meeting time plan will likely be changed compared to what is used in last 10 years (SP-100220)

2.4
Other

R2-101952:
RAN WG2 compendium v7.0
ETSI MCC
Info
-
-
-
Now includes latest information about TS/TR's

=>
Noted (for information)
Propoposed rapporteur change:




Current






New

25.346

Woonhee Hwang (NSN)


Jing He (NSN)
=> Rapporteur change is agreed
Planning

For information, main open WI’s/SI’s with RAN2 responsible for certain output to a certain RAN meeting:

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

	UMTS + LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minimisation of Drive Test
	RP-100360
	2
	WI
	4.3.1
	TS37.320 for info: RAN#49

TS37.320 for appr: RAN#50

All CR’s: RAN#50
	

	RAN Improvements for Machine-type Communications
	RP-100330
	2
	SI
	4.3.2
	TR37.868 for appr: RAN#50
	

	UMTS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LCR TDD MC-HSUPA
	RP-090990
	1
	WI
	11.1
	Stage-2: RAN#48

Stage-3: RAN#49
	

	4C-HSDPA
	RP-091438
	1
	WI
	11.2
	Stage-3: RAN#49
	

	RF pattern matching in UMTS
	RP-091427
	2
	WI
	11.3
	All CR’s: RAN#48
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positioning
	RP-091389
	2
	WI
	6.1
	Exception up to RAN#48
	Exception sheet: RP-100391

	Network-Based positioning Support for LTE 
	RP-100135
	2
	WI
	-
	36.300, 36.305, 36.331: RP#49

36.455: RP#50
	Only discuss in RAN2 after RAN#48 if RAN1 has agreed on significant benefit

	Carrier aggregation
	RP-091440
	1
	WI
	7.1
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	

	Relay
	RP-091434
	1
	WI
	7.2
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	Only start from 2010 Q2  in RAN2

	Latency reduction
	RP-091449
	2
	WI
	7.3
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	


Other

25.331 v8.9.0 => should re-examine our ASN.1 procedures

R2-101976:
CR problems and how to avoid them
ETSI MCC
Disc
-
RIM wonders where the readme file for v890 will be ? MCC explains it will be included in the zip file.

-
Ericsson wonders how we continue for colliding CR's. Chairman indicates we will continue procedures as today but try to avoid collisions where possible. Ericsson is fine but notices it will not be possible to avoid collisions in all cases, e.g. when 2 CR's for separate features collide.

=>
Noted
3
Incoming liaisons
3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
Rel-8: Inter-RAT mobility

R2-101953:
Reply LS to S2-100939 = R2-100884 and S3-100237 = R2-100885 on solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme (C1-100860; to: SA3, SA2; cc: SA1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Motorola) CT1
=>
Noted
R2-101955:
LS on indication of support of priority-based cell reselection (C1-101239; to: GERAN2; cc: CT, SA2, RAN2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
CT1

=>
Noted
Rel-9: Inter-RAT mobility

R2-101971:
LS on UTRA system information transfer to E-UTRAN for CS fallback enhancement (RP-100395; to: GERAN2; cc: RAN3, RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN

=>
Noted
Rel-10: NIMTC

R2-101972:
LS on latest version of TS22.368 (S1-100390; to: SA2, RAN2, GERAN, ETSI TC M2M; cc:  SA, SA3, RAN, RAN3; contact: KPN)
SA1

=>
Noted
R2-101974:
LS on Prioritization of NIMTC functions in Rel-10 (SP-100224; to: GERAN, SA1, SA2, SA3, RAN2; cc: RAN; contact: China Mobile)
SA
=>
Noted
Rel-10: Rate adaptation in UTRAN/E-UTRAN
R2-101973
LS on eVoCoder work (S2-101826; to: SA4, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA2
LSin

-
Ericsson assumes that for HSDPA we need to find a place for stage-2 to capture this (e.g. 25.308).

=>
Noted
3.2
LTE relevance
Rel-9: HeNB

R2-101961:
Response LS to R2-097463 on CSG mobility performance (R4-100967; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
RAN4

=>
Noted
Rel-9: Positioning
R2-101967:
LS on signalling support for inter-frequency OTDOA RSTD measurements (R4-101070; to: RAN2; cc: RAN, RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4

=>
Noted (already handled in latest update before previous plenary)
R2-101954:
Reply LS to R2-097372 on feasibility of reliable transmission of LPP message (C1-100861; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT4, SA2; contact: Qualcomm)
CT1

-
QC sees no specific action.
=>
Noted (so only retransmissions end to end  to LPP)

R2-101956:
Reply LS to S2-097525 = R2-100027 on Use cases for cell change indication from MME to E-SMLC (C4-100771; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, RAN3; contact: Andrew)
CT4

-
QC kindly presented. Still awaiting SA3 input.

=>
Noted
Rel-9: Other

R2-101966:
LS Response to R5-096644 = R2-096323 on LTE DL Sustained Data Rate Test (R4-101069; to: RAN5; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4

=>
Noted

R2-101969:
LS on including GERAN system information in RRC Connection Release with redirection (RP-100386; to: GERAN; cc: RAN2; contact: Ericsson)
RAN

=>
Noted

R2-101970:
LS on CR to 36.331 for e1xCSFB access class barring parameters in SIB8 (RP-100387; to: SA; cc: SA1, RAN2; contact: KDDI)
RAN

-
Later RAN2 CR was agreed by SA

-
Motorola thinks we could still sent 3GPP2 an LS response.

=>
Will sent small LS to 3GPP2 to indicate selected method in R2-1002516
Rel-10: Carrier aggregation
R2-101962:
Reply LS to R1-100828 on additional carrier types for LTE-A (R4-100977; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN4
=>
Noted

R2-101965:
LS reply to R1-100831 = R2-100877 on uplink power control in LTE-A (R4-101064; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4

=>
Withdrawn; correct version in R2-101968
R2-101968:
LS reply to R1-100831 = R2-100877 on uplink power control in LTE-A (R4-101083; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4
=>
Noted
Rel-10: Relays

R2-101959:
Reply LS to S3-100263 = R2-100886 on Architecture choice for LTE-A Relays (R3-101312; to: SA3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
RAN3

=>
Noted
Rel-10: UTDOA
R2-101957:
Response LS to R3-100518 = R2-100872 on UTDOA (C4-100801; to: RAN1, RAN3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: TruePosition)

=>
Noted
Late incoming LSs:

R2-101977:
LS on configurable transmission modes for Category 1 UE
=>
Noted
3.3
UMTS relevance
Rel-9: DB-HSDPA
R2-101960: 
Reply LS to R2-097438 on Release Independent Aspects of Band Combinations for Dual Band Dual Carrier operation (R4-100967; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks) RAN4

-
Ericsson clarified that RAN4 is the owner of this specification

=>
Noted; After offline checking, Ericsson reports that RAN4 forgot to submit it to RAN. It is a RAN4 specification. Anyway, RAN4 has to take the action.
Rel-10: 4C-HSDPA

R2-101963:
LS on Band Combination Scenarios for Four Carrier HSDPA (R4-101042; to: RAN; cc: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4
LSin

=>
Noted (RAN further restricted this list)
R2-101964:
LS on Feasibility of Non-adjacent Carrier Operation due to Deactivation (R4-101043; to: RAN; cc: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4

=>
Noted
Rel-10: MC-HSUPA
R2-101958:
LS on E-RUCCH structure in MC-HSUPA for 1.28Mcps TDD (R1-101687; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: CATT)

-
RAN2 VC wonders if this is "hard" or "soft" guidance ? CATT assumes current structure should not changed. For any new structure it is a kind of soft-guidance on complexity.

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

4.1
Release 8

R2-101991:
Release-8 implementation of autonomous gap based SON-ANR
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-101992:
Release-8 implementation of autonomous gap based SON-ANR
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Note: intentionally submitted under REL-8 agenda since it is related to REL-8 behaviour
-
Nokia points out that RAN5 is working on SON-ANR related test cases (we already sent an LS related to this). Nokia assumes the test cases are already there. So as long as the UE passes the test cases the UE should be ok. Nokia wonders if there is really a need for any change in our spec ? 

-
QC is not proposing to change anything w.r.t. the network configuring long DRX.

-
ALU indicates that currently the FGI bits for SON-ANR are only allowed to be set to TRUE when the UE also supports DRX. Will this now change ? QC is not proposing a change.

-
Motorola thinks it is too late for a Rel-8 CR. Also Motorola tends to agree with Nokia that there is nothing really to capture.

-
NSN wonders how the network knows that the UE supports this enhancement ? Chairman points out that this is already the situation for Rel-9 UE.

-
Ericsson wonders if no change is proposed for the network, i.e. just the UE can use the autonomous gaps in addition. QC confirms.

-
Allow some offline. Can comeback in LTE session if offline progress is made
After offline discussion:

-
Proposal is to defer the decision to next meeting. Most companies seem to think the Rel-8 behaviour will not cause any interoperability problem, but they are not sure any specification work is needed. The RAN5 test case (since no other traffic is scheduled), already seems to allow it. However if there are performance impacts we might have to specify something.

=>
Postponed; can revisit next meeting.

R2-102381:
PS domain NAS node selector
Motorola
=>
Withdrawn (already covered in last RAN2 meeting)

4.2
Release 9

R2-102383:
Proposed CR to 36.304 - Correction on behavior on reception of EMM causes
NEC
TP
36.304
REL-10
TEI10
R2-102384:
Proposed CR to 25.304 - Correction on behavior on reception of MM causes.
NEC
TP
25.304
REL-10
TEI10
-
DT thinks this CR is not needed; It was a long time decision to list these specific causes.

-
Huawei would like to complete the list rather than remove all cause values.

-
Samsung supports the NEC CR.

-
DT things nothing should be changed if there is no real change, i.e. not just for clarity. DT is fine with Huawei proposal. ALU wonders what this means ? Would we ask input from CT1 ? QC thinks it is better to remove the list also to exclude future misalignments. Or we have to find a way to avoid future misalignments.

-
DT thinks 9 and 10 are already missing for many years, and still UE's are implemented correctly.

-
Nokia sees no need for a change. Also for UMTS there are some other impacted sections.

-
LG would like a correct specification and support NEC CR.

-
Ericsson does not see a need to improve anything for Rel-9.

-
NEC is fine for Rel-10.

=>
We will not have this for Rel-9. Can discuss offline need for Rel-10.
=> Both TPs rejected.
R2-102415:
Clarification on UE measurement for CSG cells
HTC
Disc
REL-9

EHNB-RAN2
-
Nokia wonders why the LTE network would not just add the UMTS CSG cells to the NCL in LTE ?  HTC clarifies that note 3 indicates that in general CSG cells are not assumed to be listed in LTE.

-
DT thinks we should allow the UE to report detected set cells.

-
Nokia indicates that one reason for having a range in UMTS for CSG cells is that you are sure that the UE reports a CSG cell.  Also if you have no UMTS CSG-NCL in LTE, what will be the performance requirements?

-
QC assumes that currently there are no inter-RAT requirements or inter-freq related requirements related to the CSG NCL. The list is a restriction, but there is no performance requirement on how soon.

-
QC agrees with DT and Nokia: the network could include the cells in the NCL, but anyway the UE should be able to report detected set cells.

-
Huawei thinks NOTE 2 indicates that the UE is already able to do this for SON.

=>
Will allow network to include the CSG cells in the UMTS NCL (ofcourse), but also allow the UE to report detected set UMTS cells after the UE has sent the proximity indication.

-
QC assumes there are UE's that do not support proximity indication but do support inbound mobility to UMTS CSG cells while being in LTE. Should they be allowed to report CSG cells without sending proximity indication ? Motorola assumes these cases were linked, i.e. no inbound mobility support without proximity support. QC points out SI-reading is anyway separate issue. DT thinks there is a clear linking between proximity support and inbound mobility support. Motorola would also prefer this.

=>
Will allow UE to report detected set UMTS cells after proximity indication. Can discuss further if also detected set cell reporting is allowed for other cases. We see a CR update in R2-102519
R2-102519:
Clarification on UE measurement for CSG cells
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-9

EHNB-RAN2
-
DT wonders why note-3 is removed in section 5.5.1; still seems valid. HTC thinks we should not forbid to include CSG cells in the NCL. DT thinks the note does not forbid it. Should add "typically in "typically CSG cells....."

=>
Note should be updated so that it is clear that inclusion of CSG cells is not required in the NCL.

-
Nokia wonders if this is not going against the previous advice from RAN4 that we should work with listed cells in connected ? DT thinks we are doing the correct thing. QC is fine with the suggested approach. 

-
Nokia indicates that inter-freq detected set handling was not agreed in the UMTS session. QC thinks it was only not introduced because of ASN1 reasons. Nokia does not agree and thinks it was performance requirements.

-
Chairman understands CSG_list in UMTS can include 512 PSC's. So are we really doing something new now ?

=>
CR should be updated as to when the UE is allowed to detected set cells (only when network support proximity, and only when UE has reported it is in proximity).

-
Nokia is still concerned.

-
DT would like to allow working without NCL for LTE->UMTS mobility, and allow basing it on detected set cells.

-
Nokia thinks CSG cell is one case, and general macro case is another case.

-
In principle NTT DCM supports the DT view, but agrees we should consult RAN4. NTT DCM wonders if it is mandatory or optional to work with detected set cells for the UE ?

Two separate problems:

A) Release-9 problem of reporting detected UMTS CSG  cells in LTE

B) Improve in general LTE->UMTS mobility to be based on detected set cells

Problem A:

-
QC sees no difference compared to working with PSC list of 512 CSG cell identities inter-freq UMTS.

-
Potential solution:
1. Network indicates supports proximity for UMTS
2. UE reports Proximity for a certain frequency
3. Only after these two steps, UE is allowed to report detected set cells on that frequency

-
Seems the solution requires some further thinking. Probably UE should just report all cells ? 

-
Do we need to indicate the range of PSC for CSG cells ?

-
QC wonders if we have to tie it to proximity.

-
NTT DCM wonders if we have to fix this in Rel-9 ? DT agrees it is not necessary. QC thinks we should try Rel-9.

-
CATT wonders about non-member hybrid cells.

=>   EMAIL DISC up to next meeting [HTC]

Problem B:

-
DT will bring paper for next meeting. Anyway this is assumed not be Rel-9.

=>
CR is postponed
R2-102416:
Clarification on UE measurement for CSG cells
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
=>
revised in R2-102519
R2-102417:
Clarification on UE measurement for CSG cells
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
=>
Withdrawn
4.3
Release 10

4.3.1
Minimisation of Drive Test (RP-100360)
(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WID: RP-100360)
=> Including outcome of email discussion [69#30] UMTS/LTE: Try to progress main open issues for MDT (NSN)

=> Email discussion outcome [69#309]: MDT
R2-102082:
Summary of email discussion [69#30] on MDT progress
Nokia Siemens Networks Report
=>
Updated in RP-102517

R2-102517:
Summary of email discussion [69#30] on MDT progress
Nokia Siemens Networks Report
=>
Noted
R2-102299:
Comparison of Logged MDT in Idle and Connected
 Vodafone
Disc

=>
Updated before presentation in R2-102515

R2-102515:
Comparison of Logged MDT in Idle and Connected
 Vodafone, Telecom Italia, NTT DoCoMo, Orange, AT&T, Teliasonera, Deutsche Telekom
Disc
-
Samsung wonders why no complexity increase is considered, e.g. related to retrieving log results ? Vdf assumes the IDLE mode retrieval procedures could be re-used. NSN assumes there is complexity increase because network/UE will have to manage two separate logs. Also inter-RAT aspects need to be considered. 

-
RIM wonders how quickly the UE can expect the network to retrieve a log after indication ? Or should the UE maintain the log endlessly ? DT assumes the same as for IDLE mode. In addition we should discuss how many configurations the UE can have.

-
Nokia wonders whether the UE would be required to maintain two logs in parallel: 1 for IDLE and 1 for connected ? Vdf confirms that that is the intention. Ofcourse network can also configure only 1 of the two. DT would be fine to only have 1 of the 2 configured to a specific UE.

-
CATT wonders about proposal 2: why not having 1 log which continues in IDLE and CONN ? E.g. RACH or paging. Vdf proposes to keep a clear separation between the IDLE and CONN logs; otherwise Vdf assumes that in every measurement reported, you woudl have to indicate if this measurement is obtained in IDLE or in CONN. DT shares the Vdf view.
R2-102080:
Measurements for coverage optimization
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
-
Orange is wondering about the coverage hole detection.  Orange thinks it  might be good to have measurement from before RLF.

-
QC wonders how with the current mechanisms, you can get a measurement from before a certain event ? NSN thinks that setting appropriate triggers can avoid the need for a pre-event logging window. QC assumes that then the threshold should be set a bit lower which would result in a bit more reports.

-
DT wonders if for RLF we only have the Rel-9 reporting, or with some enhancements. NSN sees enhancement w.r.t. location information. DT was thinking about a 10s buffer.

-
Kyocera wonders about the usage of A2 for MDT ? Would this be a separate A2 event independent from mobility A2 ? NSN thinks it could be a separate event (but still current A2).

R2-102036:
Consideration on Logged MDT Open Issues
CATT
Disc

R2-102295:
Continuation of logged MDT in connected mode
Samsung
Disc

R2-102389:
Some considerations for logged MDT
Kyocera
Disc

R2-102475:
Delayed MDT reporting in connected mode
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
All 4 Tocs not treated
Option 1: 
Add MDT logging in connected mode


- Collection of measurements in connected mode and report at some later point


- Includes measurements collected related to RLF, but also possible other measurements

Option 2:
No MDT logging in connected mode, and potentially extend RLF reporting of SON-MRO. 

Discussion:

-
Vdf assumes it is cleaner to introduce log MDT for RLF rather than having extensions to SON mechanisms.

-
DT only thinks in connected the only thing we need the window for the SON-ANR RLF reporting. Do we call this "logged MDT" ? Ericsson assumes this is not "logged MDT" but just an extension of SON functionality.

-
Ericsson does not see any evidence that we require logging of measurement in connected. It seems sufficient with immediate reporting. Huawei agrees with the Ericsson view. Also Samsung agrees with this view. Samsung wonders if this is urgent/important for Rel-10. Samsung assumes that for coverage enhancements we also do not need input from that many UE's.

-
QC supports having connected mode logging.
QC wonders e.g. about NSN document, if there no UE power impact for periodic pilot reporting ? DT agrees that we should be carefull about UE battery consumption and this is one of the aspects we should consider for having log in connected mode or not ? Huawei thinks most important to choose the most suitable UE's. They can then spend some additional power. Nokia agrees that the network should choose the most interesting UE's. Nokia agrees with DT that in general UE power consumption is important for all cases.

-
Vdf would prefer to also for connected mode, be able to choose the moment of reporting. With logged reporting we will have this control.

-
Motorola agrees with Ericsson/Huawei that no logging in connected seems needed for coverage optimisation. Nokia agrees and thinks they have clearly shown this.

-
Orange thinks that for Rel-10 it would be sufficient to have logged MDT in connected for the RLF case. Vdf thinks also other coverage measurements should be considered.

-
QC wonders whether one-snap shot measurement is sufficient. This can be discussed further as part of the details.

-
NTT DCM would prefer logged MDT in connected mode (option 1). NTT DCM sees little additional complexity.

-
NSN thinks that RLF can be handled with SON-MRO reporting.

-
Vdf thinks SON-MRO mechanism should not be enhanced, and a logged MDT reporting in connected should be agreed. DT thinks we should keep it simple and not have unnecessary mechanisms for connected. Orange agrees with Vdf.

-
Ericsson thinks it seems simpler to use the SON-MRO mechanism we have today. Ericsson has not seen any benefit for full support of logged MDT in connected, but thinks Nokia has shown there is no real gains. TIM thinks it would be good to introduce the general logged MDT in connected.

-
Nokia wonders what the problem is with option 2 ? Is there any important information missing ?

-
Ericsson thinks maybe it is too early to decide. Operators seem to want logged in connected, but vendors do not seem to understand what use case is not addressed.

-
Vdf points out we do not have the SON-MRO mechanism yet in UMTS

-
NTT DCM thinks at least the surviving IDLE should be added for RLF reporting. Rest of connected mode functionality can be discussed.

	Agreements:

1) Will have Immediate MDT in Connected, and logged MDT for IDLE (as already agreed)

2) If we would introduce logged MDT for connected, it would be a separate log configuration, handled independently from the IDLE MDT configuration/reporting. 

=> As a result, in this meeting we can fully continue to discuss Immediate reporting (except for RLF) and logged for IDLE, because these aspects do not depend on having logged MDT in connected.

=>W.r.t. logged MDT in connected mode question will continue offline: Result in R2-102651  


R2-102651:
Summary of Offline Discussions on Logged MDT in Connected Mode and Way Forward
-
DT points out they are not one of "the operators", since DT thinks it is sufficient to enhance the RLF SON-ANR mechanism, and no other logged MDT in connected would be needed.

-
Coverage mapping bullet 2: Motorola wonders about the correlation: it would anyway come from different UE's, and these UE's will move always slightly differently. Vdf assume a statistical average.

-
Orange agrees with the operator view expressed in the document.

-
Nokia wonders where the requirement comes from: "2) The RLF report should not be lost e.g. when UE goes to Idle or re-establish in a cell not supporting MDT reporting."   Nokia thinks it is logical that reporting can only be done in cells that support MDT. Nokia assumes network are updated to support the necessary MDT functionality.  Nokia hopes we are not going to require that when the connection is established in a cell not supporting MDT, and then you need to be able to report it in another cell/connection, then it seems we tune the requirements to a certain solution.  Vdf thinks we agreed this survival for IDLE logging.

-
Samsung wonders if we need to collect the RLF report from all UE's ?

-
Chairman proposes to agree on indicated way forward ? 

-
Huawei indicates they have already indicated the signalling load and shown it is not an issue. Or are there concerns about the CN load ? Vdf has seen the Huawei calculations, but notices that the overhead is e.g. 25% by L2. Vdf is also worried about immediate reporting will be processing intensive. Vdf has also concerns about OAM signalling load.

-
Ericsson thinks the honest attempt to determine the load

=>
We agree on the indicated way forward (indicated in section 4)

Architecture aspects
R2-102444:
MDT context handling during handover
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
ALU thinks the general principle today at handover is that we transfer the configuration received over S1, and the current radio configuration. Cannot the same principles be applied ? NTT DCM wonders what that would mean ? Is that implying alt1 ? ALU thinks that it depends a bit on the next documents. 

-
NTT DCM is in principle fine to continue based on todays principles, but we should look at the UE selection discussion.

=>
Come back after next 2 documents

Proposal 2

-
Samsung wonders if it is not to early to decide this ? E.g. how does target eNB know that logged MDT is configured at the UE and the target eNB should not do that ?

-
CATT thinks the proposal can be agreed, because we should not change.

-
LG thinks it might be to early. There is also possible RAN3 impact.

-
Ericsson thinks we should accept this proposal. We can have Rel89 eNB's inbetween and there is no reason for these eNB's to know the IDLE mode log configuration. 

-
Ericsson thinks even an intermediate Rel-10 eNB does not need to know IDLE mode log is configured.

-
ALU wonders if we have to differentiate between handovers after the UE receives the configuration before it first time goes to IDLE, and then handovers in later connections.

-
NTT DCM assumes that since we have agreed a "new approach" for log MDT, and since the RRC context is release when going to IDLE, there is no reason to handover some configuration at handover.

-
DT assumes there is no need to transfer MDT configuration for IDLE LOG in ho, because this is not normal RRM.

-
Vdf assumes this MDT configuration is done just before going to IDLE. So there is no reason to transfer. 
	Agreements:

1) For logged MDT in IDLE, no MDT context is transferred during HO.

FFS: context handling for immediate MDT


R2-102439:
On UE selection and MDT policy configuration
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
-
Huawei wonders why SA5 trace functionality would not be sufficient for handling customer complaints ?  NTT DCM argues they don't say it is not enough. NTT DCM indicates that they just describe the functionality from the requirement point of view (i.e. MME/OAM informs RAN). How to inform the RAN could be with 1 bit (select this UE) in initial context setup, or use the trace functionality.

-
Samsung wonders how the network determines UE support for immediate and logged MDT ? NTT DCM assumes we would add UE capability bits.

-
NSN wonders if RAN2 is the group that should decide on 1a ?

-
Nokia wonders how this selection based on UE type would work ? E.g. would you optimise the network for well performing UE's ? But anyway you would need to have a network working with all UE's. So is this really needed ? DT assumes this selection can be left to the operator.

-
CATT wonders if we could not leave all this UE selection to network implementation. NTT DCM assumes that we have to standardise this policy because the policy would be transferred from higher layer node to eNB over a standardised interface.

-
DT assumes it is really clear that it shall be possible to select a specific UE by the operator for MDT.
R2-102071:
UE Selection for MDT
Huawei
Disc
Proposals 1,2,3:

-
QC wonder if proposal 1 and 3 are not contradictionary ?  Huawei thinks SPID is one ingredient for the selection by the eNB. In the end the selection is always done by the eNB. QC would assume that there is only e.g. 1 bit of the SPID used for this, so that means that the higher layer has made a kind of yes/no selection. Huawei agrees.

-
In general Huawei assumes based on OAM, the eNB would be configured to do MDT or not.

Proposal 4

-
Kyocera wonders about proposal 4: will for IDLE mode the network know where the UE is located ? 

Discussion:

-
Nokia would assume the  whole architecture is same as trace functionality; i.e. IMSI or cell level. So is there really anything to discuss ? E.g. what is wrong with that framework ? QC thinks from the documents it seems clear that the eNB is the control point, and there is some policy coming from a higher layer node.

-
Nokia assumes that if we use trace functionality, then also the mobility case is covered. 

-
NSN indicates that SA5 has a new WI to extend the trace functionality for MDT. NTT DCM is also a bit uncertain what this trace functionality can do ?

-
Huawei would also like to do some offline checking.

-
Vdf would like to see if also connected mode logging should considered.

-
NTT DCM wonders if we can agree that IMSI/IMEI-SV should be possible to be taken into account for UE selection ? DT thinks it is logical to have at least IMSI as one of the inputs.

Question: Does SA5 have any assumption on higher node/RAN selection of the UE for MDT ?

Question: What is the relation between this UE selection for MDT, and trace functionality already there ?

Question: Is there context information e.g. w.r.t. UE selection, to be passed at handover for immediate MDT ?

Question: RAN2 assumes UE selection is dependent on UE capability (MDT support, positioning support). Is the selection for trace functionality able to take this into account ?

=>
Will see draft LS to SA5 in R2-102621

LOGMDT: Protocol model

R2-102453:
Protocol architecture for logged MDT
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
-
NTT DCM explains that in alt2, the measurement id is maintained in the OAM entity. In alt1, the measurement id is release in IDLE. In general always the measurement results should be self-explaining, i.e. it should be possible to interprete the results without any prior context.

-
ALU agrees that the measurement results should be "self interpretable". Samsung assumes that this is then a change of what we have in RRC so far. E.g. we report that an event has happened and the network knows what event that is because it knows what was configured.

-
Motorola wonders what "self-interpretable" means ? NTT DCM thinks it means that e.g. for IDLE logged, the enB has no measurement id.

-
Nokia assumes that for logger reporting e.g. from other cells, there is not much the receiving RAN node can add. This "adding of information" is more applicable for immediate reporting.

-
Ericsson/Nokia assumes it would be sufficient for the receiving node to be able to decode it based on information received from an OAM node.

-
NTT DCM wonders if Ericsson/NSN are referring to alt2: i.e. in alternative 2 the receiving eNB is only able to interprete the results if he also obtained the corresponding OAM configuration. Ericsson thinks we should not rule it out.

-
ALU wonders whether the RAN node configuring the measurements is aware of what it is configuring ?  NSN assumes so since RRC is used. 

-
Vdf only see a reason for a RAN node to interprete the results for immediate reporting, not for logged reporting. DT agrees.

-
Samsung wonders if it is logical to have the RAN node aware of the configuration, and not for the reporting.

-
Ericsson thinks there could be benefits for a RAN node to use results of IDLE mode logging e.g. for SON. However it might not be the main use case so we have to look at complexity. Vdf assumes SON will always be based on RRC RRM measurement. NSN thinks we have already agreed that MDT outputs can be re-used.

-
ALU wonders if the eNB is doing the configuration, can the OAM have a unique understanding of the configuration. It seems safer to have self-interpretable results.

Proposal 1b

-
ALU wonders if the choice is 331/304 ? NTT DCM assumes so. Nokia assumes the signalling will be specified in 331. Maybe the behavioural part could be in 304. 

-
Samsung wonders if SA5 would discuss this protocol architecture ? 

-
NSN assumes the ASN1 should be in 331.

	Open issue:

- FFS whether RAN node is able to interprete the results without any further context received from OAM, or whether such context has to be obtained.


LOGMDT: UE taking measurements 

R2-102078:
UE power consumption considerations on idle logging for drive test minimisation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
-
TIM wonders what is meant by "different logged information" ? Should we not have a common behaviour amongst UE's ? Nokia thinks currently many detailed aspects are left to UE implementation (e.g Sintrasearch). Different implementations can have different measurement strategies so the measurements that are taken by the UE are different. Nokia assumes that the differences are sufficiently limited so that do not have to be reduced for MDT.

-
Vdf thinks this paper is a good motivation for having logged MDT in connected mode, i.e. more strict measurement requirements from connected mode UE's.

-
Vdf is not sure we have to restrict to the power saving limitations since we only select a limited number of UE's for this.

-
DT agrees with the Nokia proposal, and if you want something more precise you can use statistics e.g. from different UE's. We also have to realise that we use consumer equipment.

-
Motorola assumes that we need to select mobile UE's for this, not UE's to a fixed static power supply. DT thinks we can think about cars, but in general operators will be carefull.

-
Ericsson has assumed we get what we can retrieve without new requirements

	Agreement:

Support of Logged MDT is defined according to the established principles for power saving of idle mode measurement UE implementation, even if this may lead to different logged information in different UE implementations, and sometimes less information about neighbour cells.


R2-101982:
MDT idle mode measurement interval
Deutsche Telekom
Disc
Proposal 2:

-
Nokia wonders if there is any impact to mobility performance ?  DT assumes it is completely separate.

-
QC wonders Sintrasearch or Sintersearch is changed ? This will have heavy impact on power consumption. DT assumes this would be acceptable because we select UE's carefully.

-
Nokia assumes if the serving cell is good, why are you so interested about coverage plots for that area ? DT thinks maybe the operator wants to make it a little bit less good. Chairman indicates that with immediate reporting we can also get coverage plots from good coverage areas.

-
Ericsson thinks that serving cell is always measured, regardless of S-criteria.

-
Orange supports the proposal.

-
Samsung does not see a strong need for this parameter. We should typically have IDLE or CONNECTED mode UE's on all layers. DT thinks that is not true for all networks. 

-
NTT DCM supports the proposal.

-
Ericsson does not see any big need since serving cell is always measured

=>
Noted (allow one more meeting)

LOGMDT: Measurement model 

R2-102072:
MDT use case text proposals for stage 2 TS
Huawei
Disc
=>
Agree to include text proposal in stage-2

R2-102016:
Use cases for immediate and logged MDT reporting
Huawei
Disc
General

-
Kyocera wonders if a UE would be configured with both immediate and logged ? Huawei explains that since the UE is only in 1 state at a time, only one of the two is used at the same time.

Proposal 1:

-
Vdf wonders why we should exclude this ? Why can the operator not decide whether he wants to use IDLE or IMM ? Huawei thinks we should try to avoid having multiple tools for the same functionality. Vdf thinks we might want to have both tools. DT agrees with Vdf.

General:

- 
We don't have procedure in UMTS to ask for available positioning information i.e. positining information the UE can provide without additional measurements.

=>
Noted

R2-101994:
Logged MDT measurement reporting
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Main proposal from Ericsson is to capture 3 steps approach.

Proposal 4:

-
ALU supports having a new SRB for LTE.  Nokia indicates that UMTS already has SRB4 (low priority signalling). Ericsson confirms the proposal was written with LTE in mind. CATT supports the proposal.

-
Samsung is not really sure yet. Since we have the polling scheme, the network already has control of the timing. Ericsson assumes this depends on the size of the log. If the size is MB, or even KB, we cannot have this type of delay for mobility signalling. Samsung sees some gains, but is this sufficient for the complexity. E.g. today the UE can already poll the UE after all RB's are released.  Or when the UE reports its UL buffer is empty.

-
Question is whether SRB2 usage in LTE would not be sufficient ?

-
NSN wonders how the priority would be for the new SRB ? E.g. lower than certain DRB's ? Vdf thinks it should be deprioritised w.r.t. low priority DRB's.

-
It was clarified that in UMTS, usually SRB4 has higher priority than DRB's, but it is configurable.

=>
Can think further about this.

	Agreements:

1: 
Logged MDT measurements consist of configuration of the measurements to be logged, configuration of the triggering of logging events (“measurement trigger”)


R2-102358:
Introduction of idle mode measurements
Samsung
Disc
-
Ericsson wonders about the common channel failure measurement: do they need to be included in IDLE logging ? Ericsson thinks that if coverage use case is prioritised, maybe this measurement is not needed.

-
CATT wonders what maximum duration means ? Samsug assumes that when the UE goes to IDLE after configuration, the measurement campaign starts. Then the measurement campaign will stop after a maximum duration (e.g. 1 hour later,...). DT supports maximum duration, but details need to be discussed. CATT wonders if we could have broadcast mechanisms to control start/stop of these measurements ?  DT thinks we have agreed dedicated control.

-
Ericsson wonders why we have a maximum duration also for the "serving below threshold" ? Samsung indicates that again this specifies the period for the logging campaign. Ericsson wonders if we would log the event every TTI, or only once when it happens, or only after leave ? 

-
Ericsson wonders what the hysteresis is for ?

-
Should think about measurement id 

=>
Will try to do offline exercise for the tables 1 & 3, with removing the common channel measurement, removing hysteresis. And discuss other concerns. Intention is to capture non contentious measurement config and report parts. Will see update in R2-102622

=>
After offline discussion, it seems there is different understanding on what is the status on event triggered reporting, and some of the parameters. So it was not possible to come to an agreed list. R2-102622 is withdrawn

R2-102070:
Model for logged MDT in Idle
Huawei
Disc
R2-101981:
MDT measurement area configuration
Deutsche Telekom
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.

Can we make a start with the measurement model 


a) What are the first measurements we can agree ?


b) What parameters in the measurement configuration and reporting ?

LOGMDT: Log status

R2-102292:
Procedures for logged MDT in idle
Samsung
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
NSN wonders if this is related to transfer of context ? NSN thinks maybe connection release message is more logical.

-
Ericsson thinks RRC connection release is quite logical.Samsung thinks in case of going out of coverage, there might not be a connection release.

-
ALU thinks we should have a procedure with a response message.

-
NTT DCM thinks we should probably go for a new procedure. It is not urgent (like handover), and there does not seem a relation to other aspects we are configuring.

-
DT has not identified any problems with using connection release, but is fine with new procedure.

-
ALU thinks if we use a separate procedure, there would be some duplication for failure handling.

-
Samsung wonders about the case that a source configures the request, and then after a handover, a target wants to configure another configuration.

-
DT assumes we have only 1 IDLE MDT LOG configuration. In general we should assume that most UE;s are not configured with MDT. DT thinks thus the likelyhood is very low so maybe it is ok to overwrite. We should keep things simple.

Proposal 2

-
NTT DCM when the UE would set "still performing measurement" ? Whenever the logging campaign is not over.

-
Ericsson agrees that an indication from the UE is probably needed.

-
Huawei wonders how the UE would evaluate configuration/reconfiguration is needed ? Samsung indicates these indicators are not related to configuration/reconfiguration, but to whether a log is available/MDT log is ongoing. Samsung clarifies the proposal is 


bit 1: log available


bit 2: logging campaign ongoing

-
LG thinks only 1 bit is enough i.e. bit 1. CATT is also unsure about bit2.

-
DT assumes the reporting is not urgent, and we will only report at the end of the logging campaign. Vdf agrees that the reporting should only happen when the campaign is over.

-
Ericsson was assuming that as soon as the UE has 1 measurement available and goes to connected, the UE should indicate "log available". DT thinks that since we have agreed that the configuration survives mutliple IDLE<->CONN<->IDLE transitions, we should only report at the end of the campaign and we get all collected measurements.

Two issues

1) 
When does UE indicate availability of a log so that network can retrieve it ?

2) 
Does network know campaign is configured/ongoing and thus maybe should maybe not be overwritten

-
Nokia assumes that when the measurement if full (even if configuration is ongoing) the UE has to indicate the report should be retrieved.

-
LG wonders 

	Agreements (LTE & UMTS):

1) 
Will use a new RRC procedure to configure the MDT LOG IDLE configuration to the UE

2) 
Will have an indication in connection setup complete from the UE on whether it has a measurement log available or not. FFS when this indication can be set by the UE (i.e. as soon as 1 byte of information is available, or only when campaign is over)


R2-102454:
Status indication of logged MDT report
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101995:
Triggers for logged MDT measurement reporting
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102056:
Idle mode logged MDT reporting mechanism
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
All 3 Tdocs not treated.
Location info handling

R2-102452:
Location information in MDT measurement report
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
R2-101980:
Association of available location information to MDT measurements Deutsche Telekom Disc
Proposal 2:

-
Orange wonders why the fingerprint is not included even when GPS information is present ? Orange thinks this is useful to get neighbour coverage overview. DT focussed on location information point of view. However DT agrees that maybe it would be useful to always report the fingerprint, but still this proposal would be the baseline.

-
NTT DCM wonders if it could always be a + b ? In the DT proposal only if "c" is not available. DT would prefer to always get a+c, but DT realises "c" is not always available and therefore indicates "a+b" as the backup.

-
NTT DCM wonders if you only report PSC/PCI, will this be sufficient i.e. in relation to the ECGI of the serving cell. DT assumes this is sufficient.

-
Samsung wonders why network based positioning methods cannot be used ? This is logging in IDLE.

-
Vdf thinks other positioning techniques could be considered, e.g. OTDOA. Seems reasonable.

Logged MDT:


Available information i.e. "a and (b or c)", or allow mandating GNSS usage?


Discussion:

-
NSN thinks we should not mandate additional location procedures only for MDT. So the UE should just report what is available. Huawei agrees; they have not identified any use case which mandates additional UE location procedures for MDT.

-
NTT DCM is not so convinced about RF fingerprint information and how they map to positions. NTT DCM acknowledges the UE power impact, and therefore proposes to have it configurable.

-
Nokia thinks we should keep in mind that GPS will typically require assistance data. So it is not easy to get this. DT thinks in addition, it would mean that RRC would activate a GNSS receiver which is the first time.

-
Vdf assumes it is not needed to activate GNSS receivers for MDT; we would only use the information when available.

-
NTT DCM is only proposing stand-alone GPS usage. NTT DCM sees network complexity for maintaining this PSC/PCI mapping. NTT DCM is not so happy if we cannot mandate.

-
DT thinks we should not always have the RF fingerprint info: it is 140bits.

-
NTT DCM thinks it might be good to configure the quantity, e.g. RSRQ

-
NTT DCM wonders how the UE decides if e.g. GNSS information is "too old" ? DT assumes we do not have to define performance requirements related to this. So it could e.g. be 1s old or so.

-
Nokia wonders whether the RF fingerprint is limited to intra-freq neighbours ? NTT DCM assumes for location purposes intra-freq should be sufficient. DT agrees

-
NSN thinks this "b or c" approach is earlier.

Immediate MDT:


What do we need to add ?

-
NTT DCM thinks the RAN should be able to ask the UE to report location information. DT thinks again we should only report if available. Note that in UMTS the location information can already be retrieved, but not "if available".

-
DT would like to be able to retrieve stand-alone GPS information from the UE, even if the network does not support any positioning. Note that this would also be new for UMTS.

-
NSN agrees that only best effort positioning information should be provided.

-
NTT DCM does not understand why a network with positioning, would not be allowed to request the UE to perform a detailed positioning.

-
Nokia assumes that today in UMTS, positioning requests are never initiated by RRC itself, but based on CN requests. If we now get RNC initiated requests, we seem to "break" current architecture. RIM confirms this understanding.

-
RIM wonders if both network based and UE based positioning should be considered. 

-
RIM thinks also based on user plane based positioning methods, the UE might know its location/obtain assistance data.

-
Nokia wonders if the eNB knows the positioning methods the UE is supporting ? Currently the eNB does not know.

-
Ericsson thinks in UMTS with "additional measurements" in principle everything would be in place. Ericsson assumed that this mechanism could be used.

=>
Will revisit issue at next meeting

	Summary:

Agreements for Logged MDT:

1) Location information reporting is only based on available location information in the UE

2) Always include serving cell info

3) In addition the UE includes GNSS location information when available in the UE when the measurement is taken, or if the GNSS information is not available, UE includes RF fingerprint info

4) Serving cell information consists of ECGI

5) RF fingerprint consists of: PCI/PSC + RSCP/RSRP for up to 6 intra-freq neighbours

FFS when GNSS location is considered "available", e.g. how old can it be.

Issues for Immediate MDT:

- 
Will RAN be able to force the UE to position itself (like today with UMTS RRC) or will the RAN just be able to indicate that the UE should report available location information in addition to another measurement ?

- 
Can the available location information even be provided to a network which does not support any positioning ?


R2-102015:
Location correlation for real-time measurements reporting
Huawei
Disc
not treated
Immediate MDT:


- LTE: eNB request UE to report location ?

Logged MDT:


- Force UE to do more accurate positioning, or based on availability ?

UMTS/LTE specific

R2-102293:
Reuse of existing measurement for immediate MDT in LTE
Samsung
Disc

R2-102073:
Immediate Reporting implementation analysis for UMTS
Huawei
Disc

R2-102018:
UE RLF report
Huawei
Disc
R2-101983:
MDT based Enhanced RLF reporting (location information)
Deutsche Telekom
Disc

R2-102294:
Extending PHR to support MDT in LTE
Samsung
Disc

R2-102494:
Consideration on UE measurement log about random access failure in MDT
TD Tech Disc

R2-102491:
Consideration on the UE log about broadcast channel failure in 1.28Mcps TDD TD Tech Disc
All 7 Tdocs not treated.
Other

R2-102230:
Logged MDT measurement reporting
NEC
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson assumes that in general UE's are not allowed to reject measurement configurations.

-
NTT DCM agrees that it should not be dependent on UE implementation whether it rejects or not. If we have rejection cases, then it should be specified cases.

-
Nokia wonders why the UE would reject a request it indicate which its capabilities it can handle ?

-
NSN agrees in general the UE should not reject. Question is what happens if the UE is already configured with a logging configuration ?

-
ALU wonders if we are talking about configuration or reporting ? NEC indicates they are talking about reporting e.g. due to bad radio or low UE power.

-
Ericsson assumes the MDT configuration/reporting is no different from normal RRM UE configuration / reporting. 

-
NSN wonders if you receive configuration when you already have a configuration, what happens ? Ericsson agrees it is interesting question but there is no input paper.

-
Vdf wonders if this paper is mainly about the case of UE not sending a prior indication ?

=> 
UE cannot reject a log retrieval request because of power considerations.

Open issue: is the MDT log IDLE configuration a one-shot configuration that is executed until the end, or is it something that can be reconfigured based on subsequent requests ?

R2-102448:
Inter-RAT measurement for LTE Coverage Optimisation use case
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
-
QC wonders whether this not more related to MRO than coverage ? NTT DCM thinks it is related to LTE coverage relative to UMTS coverage.

-
QC wonders whether this cannot be covered by RLF reporting including inter-RAT cells ? NTT DCM indicates they also want this reporting without RLF happening, in order to know where LTE coverage ends.

-
Nokia wonders if this cannot be covered by existing events ? Is there really a need for new events ? Chairman thinks "serving cell below threshold" should be able to determine LTE coverage.

-
NTT DCM clarifies this proposal just add location information in B2 reports.

=>
Noted; can be discussed again in future (should have really very good reason to do anything behond the 7 already identified measurements from the SI)
R2-102037:
Use Broadcast Signaling to Disable MDT Function
CATT
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung wonders why the network would start the MDT measuerment for all and then deactivate ? DT agrees: you should just not configure.

-
Vdf thinks if we extend broadcast we impact all UE's (acquiring system information) and many UE's might not be involved in MDT.

-
CATT explains they only want to disable the MDT with broadcast. CATT thinks this might not need to be done with SI but other broadcast.

-
Motorola wonders how the network would know in which cells to broadcast this disable indication ?

-
NSN assumes there is a difference between broadcasting and broadcast parameters. 

-
Huawei thinks maybe LA/TA could be used to stop the campaign, but not adding new things in the BCCH.

-
Orange thinks broadcast is not a good approach, but we should focus on dedicated signalling.

=>
Not agreed

Proposal 2:

-
RIM does see some gains if we would have e.g. deactivation thresholds.

-
Motorola thought proposal 2 was an extension of proposal 1 ? CATT agrees.

=>
Not agreed
=> Tdoc is noted
R2-102140:
MDT Measurement configurations
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc
R2-102141:
Explicit activation of measurements for MDT
Motorola
Disc

R2-102144:
MDT Measurement in Idle Mode for a specific area
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102231:
Logged MDT measurement resuming after IRAT HO/cell reselection
NEC
Disc

R2-102495:
Time stamp achievement and reporting in MDT
TD Tech
Disc
All 5 Tdocs not treated.
Not available/too late/withdrawn

R2-102079
UE power consumption considerations on idle logging for drive test minimisation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
=>
Withdrawn

Continuation up to next meeting:
-
Will see text proposal update of measurement/log model for inclusion in Stage-2

-
Will see TS proposal update for stage-2 to capture agreements in R2-102623 37.320 v0.3.1
R2-102623:
37.320v0.3.1

-
Section 5.1.14.0: first change, ALU thinks we should not exclude the possibility to transfer because e.g. of ease of ASN1 modelling. Ericsson would like to keep the current sentence. ALU would object.

-
Ericsson would like to delete the second part of the same sentence. NTT DCM thinks it is good to have this in stage-2, e.g. helps to understand the question about "self-interpretable". Will update to "is assumed to be released"

=>
Final sentence will look:  "For Logged MDT in IDLE, no need is identified to transfer an MDT context (any related configuration information about measurement and reporting) between eNBs/RNCs. In addition, the MDT context is assumed to be released in the RAN nodes when the UE is in IDLE."

=>
Section 5.1.1; ALU would prefer "new RRC procedure" instead of "newly introduced RRC message"

=>
In appendix, for "coverage mapping", change twice "accuracy" to "accurate"


=>
TIM wonders why the sentence "It should be noted that accuratecy location information is essential to build the coverage map." was introduced. So accurate information is probably not required. This sentence shall be removed.

=>
Will see update in R2-102656 V032

R2-102656:
TS37.320v0.3.2

=>
Agreed as version v0.4.0 in R2-102665
Note: Due to wrong version number on R2-102665, agreed v0.4.0 is provided in R2-102667.
4.3.2
Machine type communications (SI: RP-100330)
(FS_NIMTC-RAN, leading WG: RAN2, started: Sep.09, target: Dec. 10, SID: RP-100330)
Scope

R2-102013:
Limit Scope of MTC
TeliaSonera AB
Disc
-
LG thinks we should prioritise features that have signficant impact to RAN. Will RAN overload control have impact to RAN ? TeliaSonera thinks it could.

R2-102420:
Prioritization of work on MTC
CMCC, Huawei
Disc
noted
R2-102340:
Discussion Smart Grid Traffic Behavior
Verizon
Disc
-
Panasonic wonders what "unnecessary long" for connected mode is ? Verizon assumes that for short packet transmissions, the UE should only be in connected mode during short time.  

-
Chairman wonders if "MTC monitoring" would be functionality at AS level ? Verizon thinks this depends on the chosen solution. Panasonic thinks e.g. we could think about paging optimisation.

-
Vdf wonders what the "sector" is in which there are 1000 devices ? Verizon indicates it might depend on whether each "leave" has a wireless transmitter, or only some concentrators had this wireless transmitter functionality (e.g. in apartment building). The 1000 count is based on a mix of these two device types.

-
Vdf wonders where the 5min period reporting is based on ? It seems very frequent for a smart-grid solution ?  Verizon indicates it is their current estimate.
noted
R2-102182:
Prioritized work of MTC
ZTE
Disc
noted
R2-102044:
Evaluation of bottlenecks for MTC
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102480:
MTC Use Case MTC Considerations
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-102196:
MTC use cases and RAN enhancement
Samsung
Disc
All 3 Tdocs not treated.
Discussion:

- 
Can we agree on some kind of limited prioritised scope for M2M in Rel-10 ?

-
Vdf thinks C-plane latency should be equally important than UE energy saving ? Samsung thinks C-plane latency is really only relevant for car to car.

-
Panasonic agrees that second priority is not necessarily UE energy saving.  Panasonic thinks group based features should have high priority

-
LG thinks energy saving is not so logical as second priority, and group based solution might be more logical.

-
Ericsson thinks it might be difficult to agree on a second priority. Everybody will propose his favorite.

-
DT thinks low mobility enhancements are important.

-
ALU wonders what is "group based MTC" ? ZTE assumes it is related to identifying groups of MTC devices. LG thinks this is mainly related to avoiding UL congestion. Intention is to avoid RAN overload. 

-
Huawei thinks we might not need to identify a second priority. DT thinks low mobility optimisation is essential. RIM agrees this is important

	Agreements on M2M focus in RAN2: 

1) First priority

- RAN overload control (RAN network congestion / Signalling network congestion)

2) Other aspects are lower priority


RAN Overload
R2-102054:
Discussion on RACH congestion for MTC
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
-
RIM wonders why the solution has to be independant of the application ? Different MTC applications might have different requirements ? ALU thinks the final solution could be a mix of solution 1 and 2.

-
Motorola wonders what is meant by "dynamically assigned" ? E.g. dynamically have preambles available ? ALU is thinking about dynamically creating new PRACH's, or new dedicated preambles.

-
Huawei agrees RACH overload is a concern. Huawei thinks ACB is the better solution, i.e. stop the overload as soon as possible.

=>
Noted

R2-102296:
RACH Intensity of Time Controlled Devices
Vodafone
Disc
-
CATT wonders if the operator will always know the number of MTC devices in a certain area ? Vdf assumes for e.g. smart metering this would be true.

-
LG wonders what is a reasonable assumption on smart metering reporting ?  Vdf indicates they assume every 1 hour. Vdf clarifies that this is not only for normal metering, but e.g. for differential tariffing based on usage time. Vdf indicates that this can also be used to do good monitoring of current usage. Verizon thinks 1hour is realistic assumption, and even lower values could be used. Huawei thinks different countries might have different requirements, e.g. in China for smart metering the requirement is 2 times per hour. NSN wonders if this is only about having a measurement, or also about getting a report ? Vdf thinks this is about energy management.  Verizon indicates this is about dynamic control of energy flows, e.g. move from one grid to another.

-
LG thinks overload can be limited by distributing the reports.

-
ZTE thinks that in the application layer, the attempts could be distributed ? Samsung assumes distribution in application layer might not always be working very well. You might not know the traffic profile upfront ? Samsung wonders if the proposed soution is for both UMTS and LTE ? Vdf confirms it is for both.

-
Nokia wonders if home cells/CSG cells considered ? Would the metering devices not typically be present in coverage of such cells ? Vdf thinks it is difficult to predict the market penetration of CSG cells.

-
Vdf thinks the operator should have mechanisms to protect its network and not rely on application behaviour

-
Samsung wonders if it is a viable assumption that all households would be LTE and connected to the Vdf network ?  Vdf assumptions that probbaly the energy company will select the operator, so it could indeed be all meters in a certain area.

-
Vdf thinks it is important to distribute the MTC device accesses. Then the paper shows the RACH load is something comparable to U2U voice traffic we have today.

-
Chairman wonders if we can conclude that there is something to do ? Ericsson thinks it is not yet shown that there is a problem.

-
Samsung thinks separating resources is a logical step. Ericsson thinks we already have ASC in UMTS (16 classes).

-
Ericsson thinks we shoudl further check RACH details before deciding something is really needed. 

-
Panasonic thinks we should also check whether the Vdf scenario is quite generally valid, or only in the UK before deciding on specification changes.

-
DT thinks there are easier ways than introducing access classes e.g. access control based on IMSI.

-
Vdf proposes to capture load analysis of R2-102296 in the TR ? Could e.g. be captured in an informative annex on metering load analysis

=>
Will see text proposal for annex in R2-102628 "example load analysis for smart electricity metering application (informative)"

R2-102628:
Text Proposal on Example RACH Load analysis for Smart Electric Metering Application

-
NSN wonders how the home-NB would impact the situation ? Vdf agrees this is not considered. Vdf also admits that another aspect could be the penetration rate of one operator. Vdf clarifies that now only 1 meter per household is described
=>
Text proposal is agreed to be included
R2-102297:
RAN Mechanisms to Distribute RACH Intensity
Vodafone
Disc

Proposal 2:

-
RIM wonders how you can ensure not to run out of dedicated preambles. Vdf agrees they also have concerns for this solution.

Proposal 4

-
ZTE wonders who triggers the paging mechanism ? Is an MTC server requesting this ? Is the eNB doing this on its own ? Vdf assumes this group paging is under control of the operator so the operator is in control. ZTE assumes that anyway this algorithm needs input from MTC servers/applications on how often they would like to receive updated information.

-
CMCC wonders if a pull mechanism can handle an unpredictable network congestion ? E.g. when metering devices become all active after power outage. Vdf thinks if network pulls, UEs do not become active.

-
Chairman wonders if there is no drawback from MTC device point of view, i.e. always support paging. Vdf indicates that anyway MTC device would be in IDLE.

-
CATT wonders what the area is for paging ? Vdf assumes the dimensioning would be on a per cell basis.

=>
Noted

R2-102195:
RAN enhancements for MTC
Huawei, TD Tech
Disc
not treated
Different options:

- Application level access time management

- Separate access control

- Separate RACH resource

- Pull approach

UE power

R2-102197:
Idle standby time analysis for MTC device
Samsung
Disc
-
LG wonders if the main concern is IDLE mode standby time. Samsung confirms.
=>
Noted

R2-102033:
Discussion on MTC Idle states
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
-
CATT wonders what "no SIB monitoring" means ? e.g not checking SIB update indication ? 

-
ALU confirms that it is a reduction in "50%" of the tasks, but not 50% of the UE power. RIM assumes paging reception in higher layers takes by far most of the power, so the power reduction achieved by this proposal might be very low.

-
RIM wonders if a UE at cell edge could not have big problems with this proposal ? 

=>
Noted

R2-102124:
Power Saving for MTC Devices
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Chairman wonders if proposal 3 is close to switching on/off the radio for some time. LG agrees

-
CATT wonders if the SFN needs to be extended for this type of proposal ? LG thinks we need to think about that.
=>
Noted

Different options:

- less activity in DRX (no reselection measurements, no SIB monitoring)

- longer DRX

- longer DRX + change in procedure (multiple reading, SI reading)

- application level switch on/off of radio



Discussion:

-
Panasonic thinks we should start from application level swicth on/off, and only if that is not enough we can enhance maybe in AS. Nokia agrees. RIM wonders if we start from application level on/off, how can we ever show that that is not enough ? Panasonic thinks this should be left to proponents.

-
Nokia thinks none of the papers shows there is really a problem.

-
Samsung wonders if application on/off only works if the DL traffic is  not predetermined ?

-
LG wonders how the network can synchronise the paging with application level on/off control ?
Group services:
R2-102142:
On applicability of group-based MTC features� to RAN2
Motorola
Disc
-
Motorola clarifies that the paper is not arguing in favour of group MTC control, but listing issues that should be addressed

-
Chairman assumes first step is to identify a need/benefit for group based mechanisms.

-
ALU wonders why an eNB should be able to identify to what group an MTC belongs ?  Motorola assumes the eNB might have to take specific actions e.g. in overload control.

=>
Noted

R2-102125:
Use of Broadcast Solutions for MTC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
=>
Noted (already mentioned)

Other:
R2-102298:
Use case for C-Plane Latency Improvements
Vodafone
Disc
-
DT agrees this is important to consider

-
ZTE assumes this type of requirement is only relevant for a very small part of MTC cases ? Vdf thinks CoCar is a realistic application.

-
ZTE think it will be difficult to introduce enhancements that would be only applicable to these devices. Vdf assumes C-plane latency is in general important to reduce.

-
CATT thinks 50ms is a theoretic target which will be very difficult to achieve in most cases.

-
Samsung wonders if we want C-plane reduction also outside MTC ? 

=>
Noted

Continuation up to next meeting:
-
Will see text proposal for informative annex on electric metering application

-
Will see TR update to capture agreements in R2-102629

R2-102629:
TR37.868v021

-
Vdf wonders if section 2.1 of R2-102340 could be included as part of the description.  Can bring for next meeting.

=>
Numbering of subclauses below 5.2 are wrong

=>
Agreed text proposal from R2-102628 should be included

=>
With these change the TR is agreed as v030 in R2-102657


4.3.3
Other
No contributions.
5
LTE Release 8

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

=> Email discussion outcome [69#9]: DRX description

R2-102440:
E-mail discussion on LTE DRX cycle changes [69#9]
Samsung
Report
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson only would like to agree to interpretation 2 if there is Rel89 CR's for the procedure update. RIM would also prefer CR's on both releases if we have interpretation 2. QC also prefers Rel89 CR's.

-
Samsung wonders why a Rel8 CR is needed; short DRX cycle is FGI bit so might often not be implemented. In general we should have high threshold to have Rel-8 CR. So why not only a Rel-9 CR with magic sentence ? QC thinks anyway Rel-8 spec has shortDRX procedures.

-
LG would prefer consistency between Rel8 and Rel9 specifications.

-
Panasonic thinks it would be sufficient to have a Rel9 CR with magic sentence.

-
NSN would prefer consistency between Rel8 and Rel9: if Rel-8 UE's do not want to implement the CR, they can turn of the FGI bit.

-
Motorola would prefer aligned Rel89 specifications

Two options:



a) Rel-9 CR for procedure order with magic sentence[4]


b) Rel-9 CR and Rel-8 CR for procedure order [14]

	Agreements:

1) Agree on interpretation 2

2) Agree that we will update Rel-8 and Rel-9 procedure order


R2-102441:
Clarification on UE behaviour w.r.t DRX cycle change and onDurationTimer test (Procedural change)
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102442:
Clarification on UE behaviour w.r.t DRX cycle change and onDurationTimer test (Procedural change)
Samsung
CR
36.321
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
=>
Both CR's are in principle agreed
R2-102443:
Clarification on UE behaviour w.r.t DRX cycle change and onDurationTimer test (adding note) Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=> withdrawn (no longer applicable)
R2-102445:
Clarification on UE behaviour w.r.t DRX cycle change and onDurationTimer test (adding note) Samsung
CR
36.321
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
=> withdrawn (no longer applicable)

R2-102393:
Clarification for DRX state change and timer procedures
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.321 F REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Not treated (already handled, see R2-102440)

R2-102394:
Timing Ambiguity of DRX Command
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola thinks the UE can anyway know in what subframe the command was received and activate it from that point on. Hitachi agrees with Motorola. LG agrees with this.

-
Samsung agrees with QC that there are 2 interpretations and B is more logical. Still Samsung sees no big concern on the ambiguity.

-
NTT DCM thinks that anyway eNB needs to receive the HARQ ACK on the MAC CE, so why not allow the UE processing delay uncertainty ?

-
ALU thinks it is clear if we talk about "this subframe" we mean the subframe when received in the MAC spec.

-
Huawei thinks the observable behaviour is continued CQI/PMI/RI transmissions. Maybe we can adapt the note in 5.7 to also capture this case ?

-
Samsung is ok to have a note in the Rel-9 specification. ZTE also supports to have a note in Rel-9.

-
Motorola thinks there are many cases where the UE needs some processing time and this is just one of them. So we should not pollute the spec with notes all over. 

-
Huawei thinks there is no real problem because the eNB anyway sends the UE to sleep when there is no more traffic.

	Agreements:

1) Agree that there is some uncertainty w.r.t. when the MAC CE command is executed by the UE.

2) Agree that this does not lead to interoperability problems so no need for a Rel-8 CR.

3) Given that this is more considered an implementation aspect, also no need for a Rel-9 CR.




R2-102237:
Modification of drxShortCycleTimer behavior while drx-InactivityTimer starts or restarts
New Postcom
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102239:
Modification of drxShortCycleTimer behavior while drx-InactivityTimer starts or restarts
New Postcom
CR
36.321
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
-
LG wonders if the main case that is attempted to be addressed is the expiry of the short DRX Timer an inactivity timer in the same TTI ? NewPostcom confirms.

-
LG thinks with the bullet order this is already clear: shortDRXTimer is restarted before it expires.

=>
Not agreed; no support

R2-102096:
DRX clarification
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102097:
DRX clarification
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
-
DT does not understand how addition of an informative annex can justify a Rel-8 change.

-
Nokia is ok to only add this in Rel-9

-
Huawei indicates that the figure is not aligned with the text w.r.t. retransmission timer length. Nokia indicates that the retransmission timer is stopped when the retransmission is received.

-
Motorola agrees this is an illustrative figure, Motorola would prefer not to have this type of informative clarification: the procedure text itself should be clear. Ericsson agrees with Motorola.

=>
Not agreed: will not include the figure in Rel-8 or Rel-9.

36.321 Other
R2-102446:
Unidirectional RB and logical channel ID
Samsung
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23 
-
LG wonders what the difficulty is with using the same logical channel id ? Samsung thinks this might depend on implementation. LG does not seen any difficulty.

-
DT wonders if this is a real-life problem ? Do we have uni-directional bearers in real-life ? This is exactly Samsung's question: now the UE is to be prepared to handled uni-directional bearers, and even with the same logical channel id.

-
Ericsson thinks we have a fixed mapping between RB and logical channel id. Ericsson thinks in theory this allocation in the figure could happen, but there does not seem to be a big need for this.

-
QC supports Samsung that this scenario should not happen: the logical channel id should not be used for identify direction.

-
Huawei thinks the configuration is possible with the current specification and Huawei assumes it is supported by UE's. If this can be shown to be very complex to support by a UE we can discuss to forbid this scenario, but currently there does not seen to be any motivation.

-
NSN also assumes the UE would be able to handle the indicated configuration.

-
Ericsson could agree to have a 1 to 1 mapping between RB and logical channel, and thus no re-use of logical channel id for different RB's.

=>
Assume the shown configuration is supported by the UE, unless we revisit at the next meeting.

36.322
R2-102396:
Correction of RLC VR(H) update
Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo Inc. CR 36.322 F
REL-8
TEI8 
=>
Revised in R2-102511
R2-102511:
Correction of RLC VR(H) update
Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo Inc. CR 36.322
F REL-8
LTE-L23
=> Revised in R2-102625
R2-102625:
Correction of RLC VR(H) update
Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo Inc. CR 36.322
F REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei supports the CR.

-
Fujitsu supports the CR

-
Nokia supports the CR

=>
Coversheet needs to be update (WI code, meeting information, ...)

-
Ericsson wonders why the location is moved compared to earlier versions. QC explains this is editorial aligning to RLC UM.

-
Ericsson thinks this is not a corner case issue, because it will happen at every loss.

=>
In principle agreed in R2-102630 with updates to the coversheet.
R2-102508:
Supporting Re-configuration of RLC Parameters
New Postcom
CR
36.322
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102509:
Supporting Re-configuration of RLC Parameters
New Postcom
CR
36.322
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic thinks this was discussed in March last year, and then we decided to leave it to UE implementation when the timers are exactly taken into consideration. Fujitsu agrees with Panasonic.

=>
Not agreed (no support)
36.304

R2-102133:
Correction to Access Class handling for "not barred" EUTRAN cells
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102134:
Correction to Access Class handling for "not barred" EUTRAN cells
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.304
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
-
DT thinks since this is present since UMTS Rel-99 and still correctly implemented, there is no need for this change. Nokia agrees with DT. Samsung thinks that eventhough the sentence is there for a long time, still the current text seems incorrect.

-
LG thinks if the text is wrong, we should update it.

-
Motorola wonders if it is common to have devices which have AC both 11/15 and another one ? RIM thinks this is possible. DT indicates it is common practice for operator UE's to have 0..9 and 11..15.

-
Ericsson would either not like to change, or change both LTE and UMTS. RIM explains this was already corrected in UMTS back to Rel-8.

-
QC supports the proposal. QC could also live with a note carifying this.

-
NSN proposes TEI-10. Samsung is ok for Rel-9 or Rel-10. DT supports Rel-10.

-
Huawei is ok with a Rel-10 CR. Some editorial changes are required (low captical).

=>
Nokia would prefer to align this CR to the agreed UTRA CR

=>
Can comeback with a Rel-10 CR with magic sentence in a next meeting

R2-102226:
Clarification of Pcompensation calculation for Cell Selection Criterion
New Postcom
CR 36.304
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102228:
Clarification of Pcompensation calculation for Cell Selection Criterion
New Postcom
CR 36.304
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
-
DT sees no need for Rel-8; should already be understood like this by implementers

-
Samsung assumes situation is same as previous CR: correct change but should already be quite clear. Samsung is fine with Rel-9.

-
Huawei indicates that in SIB1 we already have some clarification. Samsung points out we do not clarify the Pcompensation impact.

-
LG thinks no CR is needed. DT agrees

=>
No need for Rel-8 CR

-
Very limited support for a Rel-9 CR

=>
Not agreed

36.331

R2-102135:
Decoding of unknown future extensions
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.331
F REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-102136:
Decoding of unknown future extensions
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.331
A REL-9
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic thinks the note should remain. The note is to protect against wrong encoding.

-
Samsung indicates the note clarifies that since we have nested error handling, you would only ignore the SIB and not the whole SI-message, but that is not possilbe if there is an encoding error.

-
RIM wonders if the notes should be clarified further ?  Samsung can agree it would be good to clarify a bit.

-
QC thinks the note was intended to clarify this case, and the fact that we are discussing it seems to indicate that we should probably clarify.

-
Note seems intended to say that rather than having nested error handling, if you loose encoding you will have to ignore the whole message.

=>
Invite for offline discussion

After offline discussion, document R2-102652 (revision of R2-102135) was provided;
R2-102136 is withdrawn.
R2-102652:
Decoding of unknown future extensions
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.331
F REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-102236:
Clarification on measurement object configuration
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed
R2-102238:
Clarification on measurement object configuration
HTC
CR
36.331
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
-
Samsung thinks we agreed in general to not have cases of UE behaviour not defined. Samsung thinks this specific case is clear from 5.5.1. Huawei argees this is already clear

=>
Not treated after R2-102236 decision
Not available/too late/withdrawn

R2-102227:
Correction to contention resolution of HO scenario
New Postcom
CR 36.321 F REL-8 LTE-L23
=>
Withdrawn
R2-102229:
Correction to contention resolution of HO scenario
New Postcom
CR 36.321 A REL-9 LTE-L23

=>   Withdrawn
6
LTE Release 9

6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-091389)
(LCS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 08, target: June 10, WID: RP-091389)
R2-102378:
On the LPP error detection
HTC
Disc
-
Huawei thinks current text just in general indicates that you provide the requested information and possibly some error information for requests parts you do not support. So the current text seems ok. QC has the same understanding: QC agrees with the analysis in this paper, but QC thinks this is in alignment with the specifation text.

-
HTC reads the current text as indicating "a second message is sent to indicate certain info is not supported". QC is ok to clarify if really necessary.

-
NSN thinks current text is clear. 

=>
Majority view seems to be no clarification is needed. Can continue offline to see if certain text proposal update could still get consensus.

R2-102256:
Endless Capability Indications in LPP
Samsung
Disc
-
Huawei wonders whether UE's positioning capability can be changed dynamically ? Samsung thinks in principle this could happen for GNSS capabilities, e.g. unplugging GPS receiver.

-
NSN does not understand why we want to restrict ? QC has a similar view. Is there really a problem ?

-
QC in general wonders why the UE would sent these updates anyway ? E.g. only in case of unplugging, you sent 1 message. No real harm if this message is no longer needed.

-
Chairman wonders e.g. if the UE had 5 MT_LR's in the last quarter hour and now there is a GPS unplugging. Are you to sent 5 capabilities updates ? QC thinks it could be per E-SMLC.

-
Samsung points out that in SUPPL we explicitly indicate the session has ended. So why not in the control plane ?

=>
Not seen as big issue; can leave to UE implementation if UE sends capability updates
R2-102257:
Endless Capability Indications in LPP CR
Samsung
CR
36.355
F
REL-9  LCS_LTE
=>
Not treated (related to previous document)

R2-102121:
Small corrections to LPP specification
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=> updated in R2-102631

R2-102631:
Small corrections to LPP specification
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-102373:
Correction on Transmission of Provide Location Information
HTC
CR
36.355
 F REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN has changed the same section in R2-102473

=>
Will be merged in update of R2-102626
R2-102473:
Miscellaneous corrections to LPP stage 3
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
Updated in R2-102626
R2-102626:
Miscellaneous corrections to LPP stage 3
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
The change in 5.3.1 should be to "CommonIERequestCapabilities"

=>
Should refer to the LPP message names directly (which means the IE), and do not have to say "LPP message"

-
NSN proposes to remove changes from 5.3.4, because they will be included in update of R2-102373. Ericsson would prefer to merge the HTC CR in this CR.

=>
Merge HTC CR of R2-102373 in this CR

-
CATT thinks last change in 6.5.3.4 is not needed. QC wonders if it would be possible to have a UE implementation which only supports the cell id reporting for ECID ? if that is allowed, this last change is incorrect.

-
QC thinks in the report it is possible to only indicate the CID. NSN assumes this was specifically about "enhanced cell id", not only cell id ?

-
Ericsson wonders why NSN proposed the change ?

=>
Text in 6.5.3.4 should be updated to indicate that if the UE includes the ecid-measSupported IE but all bits set to "0", the UE only supports CID reporting as part of teh enhanced cell id positioning method.

-
Huawei thinks updates in 6.5.1.8 are not needed. NSN indicates they do not intend any functional change. QC agrees the new text is not such an improvement. Also the current text is aligned with other parts.

=>
Undo changes from 6.5.1.8. except for changing "location" to "positioning"

=>
In section 6.5.3.5, also "location" should be changed to "positioning".  NSN will check.

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-102632

R2-102632:
Miscellaneous corrections to LPP stage 3
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-102474:
Addition of need codes to optional LPP information elements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
Update in R2-102627
R2-102627:
Addition of need codes to optional LPP information elements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
QC thinks that if field description/procedure  explains the required behaviour on absence, the need code should be OP.

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-102633

R2-102633:
Addition of need codes to optional LPP information elements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Samsung indicates the need codes are not clarified in LPP and there is no reference to RRC for it. Can be checked offline.

-
Ericsson does not like to have ASN1 lines wrapping around. This seriously limits readability. NSN will address this in the final version next meeting.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
6.2
Support for IMS Emergency Calls over LTE (RP-081140)
(IMS_EMER_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 08; closed: Sep. 09, WID: RP-081140)
R2-102385:
Draft CR to 36.304 - Ongoing RRC connection for emergency call for RRC connection reestablishment
NEC
CR
36.304
F
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
-
QC is ok with the intention of the CR but thinks text is not correct: what is supposed to happen when the emergency call is established on a connection that already existed ? We also want this behaviour ?

-
Nokia thinks the main impact is the re-establishment: will the UE select an acceptable cell of the PLMN even if the connection was not established with the emergency cause value, but still an emergency call is ongoing ?

-
Samsung thinks the current specification is sufficient.

-
NTT DCM thinks the acceptable cells should be handled as suitable whenever an emergency call is ongoing.

-
NSN also thinks current text is ok.

-
Nokia wonders if the establishment of an emergency call during re-establsihment is covered ?

=>
Not agreed; assume current text is intentional/correct.

6.3
MBMS over LTE (RP-091457)
(MBMS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09; closed: March 10, WID: RP-091457)
36.321

R2-102111:
Correction to MBMS description
MediaTek Inc.
=>
Should not refer to "r9" information elements, but to the IE's without the suffixes

-
Ericsson thinks the CR only adds small changes, which do not seem so needed.

-
LG is ok with change to italic in first change. LG thinks second change is not so needed. 3rd change is usefull with some editorial update.

=>
Some editorial update for 3rd issue

-
Samsung wonders why we clarify the order in this section ? UE will anyway just decode MAC subheader. It is up to the eNB to get the order correct.

-
NSN supports to do something for the 3rd issue.

=>
Will see CR update reflecting 1st and 3rd issue with editorial updates in R2-102634

R2-102634:
Correction to MBMS description
MediaTek Inc.
=>
NSN indicates there are some issues with the revision marks: e.g. some words look new but they are only indicated in italics. Should show the old word deleted, and new word with italics.

=>
With this change the CR is agreed in R2-102653
R2-102113:
Dedicated LCID for MCCH
MediaTek Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
CATT assumes MCCH is only mapped to one MCH. MediaTek indicates that if we have multiple MBSFN areas we could have multiple MCCH's.

-
Hitachi thinks this can all be handled by network assignment of the LCID, so the CR is not needed.

-
LG assumes relation between MCCH and MCH is quite static, and moving MCCH to other MCH is very rare.

=>
Not agreed (no support)
36.322

R2-102123:
Proposed CR to 36.322 on RLC re-establishment for MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.322
F
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
Hitachi why the added text is needed, since the current text indicates that the re-establishment is only performed on higher layer request.

-
LG indicates this agreements is currently nowhere captured in our specifications. Samsung wonders if it is captured in 36.300 ? LG thinks not even there.

-
Mediatek supports the CR.

-
Motorola thinks nothing is needed: the RRC spec indicates when re-estavblishment is needed. For other cases, re-establishment is not needed.

-
Samsung assumes 36.331 might not be the best place to clarify this since we also have reception in IDLE.

-
LG is fine to capture it in 36.300.

-
Samsung thinks many of the statements today in RRC are only applicable to dedicated RB's, not to MBMS RB's. So the scope of statements in RRC might not always be 100% clear.

=>
Will see CR proposal for 36.300 in R2-102635

R2-102635:
RLC re-establishment for MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.300
F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=>
In principle agreed
36.331

R2-102112:
Corrections to MBMS
MediaTek Inc.
=>
Change 4 should not be made.

-
RRC rapporteur indicates that some changes are already made in last version. E.g. section 2. Only first change seems to be remaining.

-
MediaTek wonders if the 3rd change is also already included ?  Samsung assumes no further change is needed. Ericsson thinks they are partly covered (modification offset)

=>
Will see update of this CR for 1st and 3rd change in R2-102636

R2-102636:
Corrections to MBMS
MediaTek Inc.
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-102122:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on MBMS PTM radio bearer configuration
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.331
F
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
RIM prefers to keep "PTM".

-
Mediatek supports the CR.

-
ZTE prefers to keep "PTM"

-
Samsung thinks maybe we should talk about "M-RB" ?

-
Ericsson thinks this is not a critical CR for Rel-9.

=>
Not agreed
R2-102419:
Clarification on UE actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
HTC
CR
36.331
 F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
ZTE supports the CR.

-
Chairman wonders if we should list the cases which are not applicable to MBMS RB's, or ad the M-RB's for the cases that do apply to MBMS RB's ?

-
Samsung did a quick check but did not find any other major conflicting cases.

=>
Will try to in principle agree this CR but companies can still study up to next meeting whether a different approach should be followed.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
6.4
Home-eNB enhancements (RP-091392)
(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09, closed: March 10, WID: RP-091392)
R2-102156:
Stage2 correction for HeNB inbound handover
Huawei
CR
36.300
F
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
-
NTT DCM thinks the access check in the network is done partly in the MME and partly in the target eNB. So we should be complete or not have this change. 

-
NSN agrees with NTT DCM about the change to step5/figure, but not need for the access control update

-
RIM agrees with NSN/NTT DCM

=>
Will see update only having the changes to the figure/step7 in R2-102637

R2-102637:
Stage2 correction for HeNB inbound handover
Huawei
CR
36.300
F
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
=>
CR is in principle agreed; DT thinks it might be good to merge this CR with some other CR in the next meeting. Can see next meeting.
R2-102155:
CR to 36.304 on Correction to manual CSG ID selection
Huawei
CR
36.304
F REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
-
DT thought we removed a similar clarification a couple of meetings ago because we said this is NAS behaviour ? 

-
Nokia agrees that this change is mainly about NAS behaviour and Nokia hopes it is covered there. QC agrees with Nokia and DT.

-
Huawei thinks it would still be good to clarify this, e.g. with a note ?

=>
Not agreed (no support to clarify in AS)

R2-102157:
Correction of CSG-memberstatus reporting
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
Nokia wonders if there is any problem to include this for SON-ANR ? 

-
QC also wonders what the motivation is ? Is it UL BW ? Huawei thinks anyway the UE has to handle the 2 cases differently.

-
Samsung thinks it is not possilbe to not include it: the only thing would be that the bit has no meaning if it is reported as part of SON-ANR.

=>
Not agreed
R2-102458:
Prohibit timer for proximity indication
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
DT assumes NTT DCM will ensure same value is accepted in UMTS. NTT DCM will try.
=>
CR is in principle agreed

Not available/too late/withdrawn

R2-102466
CSG identity reporting in inbound handover
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
CR
36.300
F REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

6.5
Public Warning System (PWS) (RP-090649)
(PWS-RAN, leading WG: RAN2, started: June 09, closed: Dec. 09, WID: RP-090649)

R2-102374:
Correction on CMAS system information
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
DT wonders if this is only UE impact ? One can argue that there is some RAN impact since the RAN does not need to increment the value tag when SIB12 changes.

-
WI code should be update to "PWS-RAN"
=>
CR is in principle agreed in R2-102640


R2-101993:
Clarification for mapping between warning message and CB-data
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN thinks the field description is already sufficiently clear. QC indicates it does not really clarify this: it does not indicate there is only 1 CB data IE in one warningMessageSegment.

-
Samsung wonders if this proposal has impact on concurrent transmissions of message over the radio. QC sees no relation.

=>
Ericsson thinks WI code should be PWS-RAN

-
Ericsson would prefer to see some small other corrections.

-
NSN wonders since the eNB transparently forward this, a node above the eNB will do this segmentation. So do we need this clarification in the RRC specification ? QC indicates that a similar clarification for UMTS is also only present in AS specifications.

=>
Will see updated CR proposal in R2-102641

R2-102641:
Clarification for mapping between warning message and CB-data
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.331
F
PWS-RAN
=>
CR is in principle agreed
6.6
Vocoder Adaptation (RP-090978)
(LTEimp-Vocoder, leading WG: RAN2, started: June 09, closed: Sep. 09, WID: RP-090978)
No contributions.
6.7
TEI9
Note:
Better use "TEI9, LTE-L23" as WI code instead of "TEI9" alone for REL-9 enhancement CRs of LTE-
L23.



Otherwise UTRA and LTE CRs are difficult to distinguish.

=> Email discussion outcome [69#20]: Throughput measurement
R2-102084:
Summary of email discussion [69#20] LTE: Throughput measurement Ericsson Report
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
No consensus was obtained in the email discussion. Since then there is some progress based on offline discussions to capture the SA5 proposes measurement in 36.314. This draft CR is not yet available.

-
So proposal from Ericsson based on further offline discussion is to agree to capture the SA5 proposed measurement in 36.314.

-
NSN thought the discussion was mainly about an SA5 response LS. In general, NSN was quite aligned with Huawei comments that existing measurements can be used.

-
Huawei's main concern was to stick to the agreed worksplit, so a measurement including TTI based definitions should be captured in 36.314.

=>
Noted

R2-101988:
IP Throughput Measurements
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Huawei thinks the KPI is related to end-user experience. However the proposed measurement will result in very different measurent results if an eNB has a schedule rate, or schedules with 2 peaks, both resulting in the same overall user delay.

-
Huawei wonders if this measurement does not include any transmission that only takes 1 TTI ? So very bursty traffic is not considered ? Ericsson wants to exclude the variability that would be caused by 5 or 1500 bytes in a TTI.

-
Ericsson clarifies that this IP throughput measurement should be considered together with the IP latency measurement.
R2-102068:
Throughput Measurement
Huawei
Disc
Discussion:
-
DT thinks the measurement should also take small packets into account.

-
Huawei thinks the main question is what the KPI is intended for ? Chairman agrees that the main issues seems to be whether the main focus is on end user experience, or to give the operator a good idea of what throughput rate is obtained on the radio for a certain QCI ?

-
DT thinks for TCP slow start, you will get different throughputs for 1MB or 10MB file size.

-
Vdf thinks an alternative approach would have been to not discard the last TTI, but to record the rate that could have been achieved if there was sufficient data.

-
Huawei thinks it is not clear from the KIP description that IDLE times need to be excluded. Ericsson thinks that is quite clear (see picture in 32.451).

-
NSN agrees that empty TTI's should be excluded according to the KPI definition. NSN thinks that before progressing we should better understand the KPI.

-
Ericsson indicates SA5 has already discussed this for 9 months. SA5 has a meeting also in Montreal.

-
Vdf would support having the measurement in 36.314.  But actually Vdf thinks the best measurement would have been a UE measurement. On the UL it will be a real achieved throughput measurement, but not for the DL.

=>
Will capture the measurement definition as proposed by SA5 in 36.314 and will inform SA5 about this decision due to specific L2 specific parts in the definition.

=>
Work can continue in the future based on CR's

=>
CR to 36.314 can be provided in R2-102638

=>
LS can be provided in R2-102639

R2-102638: 
Addition of IP Throughput Measurements to 36.314


-
NTT DCM is fine with the intention, but the current text maybe a bit unclear ("e.g. second last piece of a data burst"). NTT DCM would still be ok to attach this version in the LS. NTT DCM would prefer not to in principle agree the CR.

=>
Formatting should be made according to 3GPP rules

=>
Category should be "B"

=>
One week EMAIL DISC to come to agreeable CR in R2-102658 w.r.t. wording, after which the LS in R2-10 2655 with attaching this CR can be sent.
R2-102069:
DRAFT LS on PDCP throughput measurements
Huawei
LSout
Rel-9, OAM Maintenance and Rel-9 small Enhancements
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
finally revised in R2-102639
36.300 corrections

R2-102014:
CR to 36.300 for CSFB to 1xRTT
Motorola
CR
36.300
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

=>
Updated in R2-102624

R2-102624:
CR to 36.300 for CSFB to 1xRTT
Motorola
CR
36.300
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

-
Ericsson wonders if a UE that is dual rvcr capable and enhanced CSFB capable, could such a UE receive redirection information ? Motorola responses that if the network also supports eCSFB, that procedure would be applied.

-
Motorola thinks the 3rd bullet in 10.3.2.3.3. corresponds to the dual-receiver, so such a UE does not need any redirection information

-
NSN wonders if a UE capable of eCSFB and dual-rcvr is really a realistic scenario: eCSFB is for single receiver. Anyway Motorola thinks the UE behaviour is clear.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
36.302 corrections

R2-102138:
Correction to RSRQ definition to align with TS 36.214
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR 36.302
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is in principle agreed
36.321 corrections
R2-102342:
Correction to PHR triggering
HTmMobile Inc.
CR
36.321
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Samsung agrees with the intention of the CR and supports it.

-
QC thinks maybe "previous" would be better.

-
Ericsson "last" was used before, so we should probably stick to that. Huawei prefers "last".

-
Samsung wonders if this is also valid for Rel-8 ?

=>
CR is agreed with magic sentence in R2-102644

36.331 corrections





R2-102348:
Clarification regarding REL-9 UE capabilities
Samsung
Disc
-
NSN supports the proposed changes.

-
Ericsson would have like to have this discussion when we introduced the Rel-9 capabilities. Ericsson does not see any real unclarity with the current ASN.1. Ericsson agrees that the enumerated optional approach gives some guidance to the UE of what to include, but still the UE can leave out capabilities at different parts in the ASN.1. So Ericsson would prefer not to make such big changes to the ASN.1 at this stage.

-
NTT DCM also thinks it would have been nicer if this would have been brought up before last plenary. But anyway it would be nice to have aligned specification, also for future capability bits.

-
OSS thinks the proposed changes are backward compatible and do not change "a bit on the wire"

-
Ericsson wonders if the proposal would also be to add mandatory text that the UE shall/shall not include the fields ? Samsung clarified their only intention is to change the ASN.1

-
Ericsson indicates that also Rel-8 capabilities are signalled as booleans. Samsung indicates they are not signalled in extensions.

-
Ericsson is worried about e.g. impact to documentation.

-
Huawei supports to have a consistent approach as long as there is no Rel-9 backward incompatibility.

-
Panasonic would prefer to have the change for consistency.

-
NSN wonders what the plan is for Rel-10 capabilities ? Ericsson has no strong preference, but it should be consistent for Rel-10.

-
LG supports the change.

-
Ericsson thinks still this is not a critical change.

-
NTT DCM points out that if we have this CR, we also need a CR for 36.306
=>
Proposals seem acceptable except for one company. Can continue discussion offline until next meeting.

=>
For 1 bit capability indications in Rel-10, we will use the "{supported} OPTIONAL" approach.

R2-102349:
Provisions for late corrections
Samsung
Disc
Proposal 5:

-
NSN wonders if it is necessary to introduce the provisions now, or before a NCE is introduced ? Samsung agrees in principle we could delay, but then we might forget to introduce the provisions. Samsung thinks we already discussed it several times, it is better to conclude.

	Agreements:

1
Late corrections should be infrequent, so a single provision within a message/ SIB is sufficient.

2
Provisions for late corrections should be introduced within messages that include the 'traditional' non-critical extensions (i.e. the nested open sequences)

3
Provisions for late corrections should be introduced within all SIBs including extension markers (SIBn with ≥2)

4
As in UTRA, a container need not be restricted to late corrections of one particular releases i.e. one container is sufficient to address a multiple of release

5
Provisions for late corrections are preferrable introduced immediately

=> CR will be provided to next meeting based on latest RRC version.











R2-102223:
Clarification of radio link failure related actions
ASUSTeK
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Motorola thinks it might be better if the note says "continues" instead of "resumes" ?  If a change is required, Motorola would prefer to have "continue". 

-
NSN would also prefer to change to "continue".

-
IPWireless proposes to use "maintains".

=>
CR is in principle agreed with keeping the note, but changing "resumes" to "maintains" and including the magic sentence in R2-102642

R2-102360:
Miscellaneous small corrections and clarifications
Samsung
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NTT DCM wonders about the update to the cellinfolist in the connection release. NTT DCM assumes the cellinforlistGERAN should probably be removed from the field description ? Vdf indicates it is a separate field description because the cell is identified differently. Can see separate CR for any required change.

-
NSN supports the changes related to the full configuration

=>
NSN wonders if the HO-Conn condition in radioresourceconfigdedicated is sufficiently clear ?  NSN thinks there are 3 cases: inter-RAT, intra-RAT with full config, and re-establsihment. Can be discussed offline.

=>
Huawei is ok with the intention, but Huawei wonders if the procedure description is not mainly UE related, and the condition description is more for the eNB on what it should included ? Samsung clarifies that the proposal is to treat the handover to EUTRAN and the full configuration in the same way. Can also check this offline.

=>
Will see CR update in R2-102643
R2-102643:
Miscellaneous small corrections and clarifications
Samsung
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Ericsson is ok to in principle agree the CR, but will still check whether it is really clear in all cases of full config if the intention is clear.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-102074:
RLF report for MRO correction
Huawei
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9
-
CATT supports this CR.

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-102137:
Setting of numberOfPreamblesSent
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.331
 F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Huawei thinks the number will never exceed 200 in practise, so the issue discussed in this CR will not happen.

-
Nokia thinks no CR is needed since it is a very unlikely case, and the limitation is already clear in the ASN.1

-
CATT thinks the scenario can happen.

-
Vdf wonders if the number can ever exceed the configured preambletransmax ?

-
Ericsson thinks the CR is not really needed given it is such an unlikely situation.

=>
Not agreed (no real need identified)

R2-102180:
Correction to handover reconfiguration failure
ZTE
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Ericsson thinks in this case the timer will not be started, so there is no reason to stop.

-
ZTE wonders if before any reconfiguration is done, the UE is supposed to check the new configuration completely ? Ericsson thinks it is clear in 5.3.5.4 we have no partial success.

-
NSN/Nokia has the same understanding as Ericsson.

=>
Not agreed (not needed)

R2-102181:
Correction on input parameter for short MAC-I
ZTE
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Ericsson thinks the text in 33.401 is clear on "BEARER"; only the figures talk about "BEARER-ID". NSN has the same understanding. This is sufficiently clear from the text in 33.401. 

=>
Not agreed (seems more that 33.401 is not perfect)

R2-102414:
Some corrections on TS 36.331
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
For the first 2 changes, it might be easier e.g. to indicate "and ETWS capable UE's in RRC-CONNECTED". Anyway, Ericsson sees no strong need to have this CR.

-
NTT DCM has no strong preference but if we have a change, maybe it can be covered by the rapporteur.

-
Ericsson thinks if this is only an editorial correcton, Ericsson would prefer not to have this in Rel-9. Nokia agrees; also coversheet would have to be updated.

=>
Not agreed; Can revisit for Rel-10.

New functionality

R2-102139:
SRS transmission during the DRX
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.321
F REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
-
IDT thinks it is different between CQI and SRS. RIM thinks the resource sharing aspect is the same for CQI and SRS. 

-
NSN thinks it was intentional to exclude the SRS because it uses a different type of L1 resource. RIM agrees that PUCCH is limited and efficient usage is important. However also SRS resource could be limited if there are many UE's.

-
ALU wonders if this a category F or C/B ? RIM agrees C or B maybe better.

-
NSN thinks it is too late for this type of Rel-9 change so we could consider for TEI-10. Anyway NSN assumes the exclusion of SRS is intentional.

-
Panasonic agrees it could be so that SRS resources could get limited, but Panasonic considers it too late for Rel-9.

=>
Not agreed (no support)

R2-102501:
CS fallback access control
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
ALU thinks it is too late for this type of change.

-
QC thinks given the limited impact to the specifications, QC would not consider it too late for Rel-9.

-
NEC thinks this should be allowed for Rel-9. Panasonic agrees. Also SA1 is still working on this.

-
NTT DCM understands that several SA delegates including SA1 chairman agreed that the general requirements already cover this, but they will study whether any additional requirements would be necessary.

-
Samsung thinks it is too late for this.

-
NSN thinks it is too late for this. NSN understands originally the NTT DCM requirement was not agreed for Rel-10. Now this is revisited because of the KDDI CR. It would have been better to have SA agree on this and sent an LS to RAN2 to ask RAN2 to do this. But now SA only discussed for Rel-10, and RAN2 is now discussing a Rel-9 CR. This seems strange.

-
Ericsson thinks it is very late for Rel-9.  It would be strange agreeing on this while knowing that SA1 is discussing this.

-
DT would also prefer to stick to the working procedures and it is too late for Rel-9.

-
Panasonic thinks we could provide a technically endorsed CR to RAN. 

-
QC thinks ACB is quite essential if you have CSFB. So it is a bit strange to rely on SA1.

-
NTT DCM admits it is very late.  However NTT DCM thinks this is covered in general by service accessibility requirements.

-
Nokia thinks this is really late. Nokia think if it is essential, will it be proposed for Rel-8 ?

-
NSN's understanding is that there was a technical discussion in SA1. E.g. it will not help when  the UE already has an RRC connection in LTE. Also NSN wonders how much service specific information needs to be provided.

-
NTT DCM indicates their main target is for voice, but the proposal is to apply one ACB configuration for all CSFB cases.

-
DT thinks this is anyway only a temporary solution for voice.

-
NTT DCM assumes the information has to be in SIB2 because the UE can initiate the CSFB connected after only having read up to SIB2.

-
NSN thinks we need big majority in favour: this is new functionality in frozen release,

=>
Noted; strong concerns on introducing so late. Can allow more offline lobbying and if strong majority is obtained revisit at next meeting.

R2-102503:
CR to 36.331 on CS fallback access control
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR
36.331
 B REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Not treated (related to previous document R2-102501)
Other

R2-102183:
Backward compatibility of bandwidth change on the fly
Panasonic
Disc
-
Samsung assumes that with these conditions, it is possible to change the BW on the fly from specification point of view. Panasonic agrees that Rel-8 specifications can be used to change the BW on the fly if these restrictions are considered.

-
ZTE wonders if you narrowdown the BW of the DL, should the UL be done at the same time ? Motorola thinks then it would be 2 SI changes.

-
Motorola wonders if there is anything for RAN2 to do ? Panasonic proposes no change.

-
Huawei assumes now that there is still some uncertainty of whether change number of antenna is still uncertain, but for DL BW Huawei assumes specifications are clear and Rel-8 UE's shall support this. Samsung agrees.

-
Nokia is uncertain how quickly UE's would be able to adjust to the new BW ? Nokia thinks it is e.g. unclear what would happen to an ongoing conection setup, if voice calls would be dropped,....

-
Huawei agrees that it might take some time for the UE to adjust and a few frames could be missed, this should not lead to a drop in calls.

-
NSN thinks RAN2 has not really analysed the BW change, so we cannot make any conclusion. There might be other impacts. Nokia thinks RAN1 and RAN4 would have to be involved. Nokia assumes that resource allocation for PDCCH would change when the BW changes, so PDCCH reception might be a problem.

-
NTT DCM thinks at least in RAN2 there is no need to introduce any additional enhancements. Whether BW change is really supported depends on RAN1 or RAN4. Motorola agrees with this.

-
Ericsson thinks we cannot make any conclusion from RAN2 point of view.

-
Samsung points out that so far no real problems are indicated. 

=>
Noted; further study will be required before we can conclude that the BW change is/is not  supported by Rel-8/9 UE's. However so far there is no WI/SI for this.

Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102375
Correction on CMAS system information
HTC
CR
36.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Withdrawn
6.8
LTE-A (SI: RP-091360)
(FS_RAN_LTEA, leading WG: RAN1, started: June 08, closed: March 10, WID: RP-091360)
No contributions.
6.9
Other LTE Rel-9 WIs
No contributions.
7
LTE Release 10

7.1
Carrier aggregation (RP-091440)
(LTE_CA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091440)
7.1.1
Stage-2

Proposals from rapporteur to reflect the current agreement status in 36.300 shall be submitted under this agenda item. Also obvious corrections can be handled here.

R2-101985:

Stage 2 description of Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
CR 36.300 B REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
=> 
Agreed as basis for further work

=>
Update can be provided in R2-102645 to capture agreements from this meeting; will be approved by email

R2-102490:
CA deployment scenarios
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
ZTE is fine with the contribution. However in general ZTE understand that for UL, inter-band UL is now deprioritised. So even scenario 2 is deprioritised which seems to correspond to different bands.

-
ZTE/Huawei thinks scenario 2 should be excluded for UL since they are inter-band. NTT DCM clarifies scenario 2 can also be intra-band.

-
Ericsson agrees that the RAN decision should be clearly captured, not indiacting that inter-band scenarios are prioritised.

=>
Agreed; will be included in R2-102645, while making it clear that inter-band UL scenarios are not prioritised.

R2-102110:
Removal of non-backward-compatible component carrier from Stage-2
MediaTek Inc.
CR 36.300
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
-
Huawei thought the RAN4 LS only excluded segments/extension CC's. But there are other ways to make non-backward compatible carriers. NTT DCM indicates the RAN4 LS does say that backward compatible carriers should be utilised in Rel-10 timeframe.

-
DT has the same understanding as NTT DCM.

-
LG thinks there is one other location where extension CC is mentioned. That should also be removed.

-
Samsung/Intel wonder whether a carrier with a non default duplex is still allowed. UL/DL separation issues are not considered "backward incompatible" because we introduce this in a release independant manner.
=>
Agree to remove any occurrence non-backward compatible carriers (including carrier segments/extension carriers) from the stage 2. Rapporteur is asked to make this change in R2-102645.

R2-102301:
Clarification on L1 UCI on UL PCC
Samsung
Disc
-
Ericsson agrees that RAN1 has not agreed anything wr.t. UCI on PUSCH, but Ericsson thinks so far it is not needed clarify this further in RAN2 before RAN1 has made more progress.

-
Motorola would like to keep the current text. Nokia agrees.

=>
Noted
7.1.1.1
Multiple timing advance

RAN#47 made significant progress on determining the scope of this work for Rel-10 (RP-100380) i.e. RAN2 will only have to support multiple UL TA when inter-band UL aggregation is supported which is most likely not before the expected Rel10 functional freezing in Dec 2010. Note that this will be true regardless of any RAN4 response on the need for multi-TA in scenarios 1,2,3.
This way forward should largely reduce/remove the need for discussions on multiple TA’s in the near future. This agenda item can be used to discuss any remaining UL/DL timing aspects given the constraints for Rel-10 as set by RP-100380.

R2-102171:
Considerations on the agreed Way Forward on multiple TA
ZTE
Disc
-

R2-102483:
Reference DL for TA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-

R2-102302:
Remaining issue related with DL/UL timing aspects
 Samsung
Disc
Discussion:

-
Ericsson thinks that the DL timing reference should not be limited to the DL PCC. Ericsson thinks that when Msg2 is received, the CC on which the Msg2 is received should be used for timing reference. After having established this initial timing advance, there is no need for a specific DL reference since the UE has its own clock and adjustments are relative to ongoing UL transmission timing. The locking of the clock could be done to any DL CC.]

-
Huawei assumes the selection of a reference timing can be left to UE implementation. 

-
LG wonders what happens if the carrier used for msg2 reception is deactivated ?Ericsson assumed as long as there is any DL CC to which the UE can lock there is no problem.

-
Panasonic thinks using DL PCC would be simplest.

-
Motorola thinks it is easiest to use DL PCC since this carrier is never deactivated.  NSN also thinks this is the easiest.

After offline discussion:

-
No big concerns were expressed about the proposed agreements, so we could take them as agreements and might come back at next meeting. We should not that timing aspects are more RAN1 area of control so we should check with RAN1 and ask them what their preference would be.

-
ZTE would prefer to leave this to next meeting. ZTE thinks in theory you could still always refer to one DL CC e.g. DL PCC. Huawei would also prefer not to decide now.

-
Nokia thinks the timing of RRH can be different from other cells so we have to fix the reference in the spec.
	One possible solution direction (no agreement yet):

Timing advance command in RACH Msg2:

1) UE shall interprete this timing advance relative to the DL timing of the DL CC on which the Msg2 is received.

Additional MAC CE timing adjustments:

2) Since these commands are relative to UL timing, there is no DL reference required

Timing "locking":

3) Only DL PCC ? Any DL CC ? Can ask RAN1/RAN4 for guidance.

- Contraint: UE should not declare DL reference timing lost as long as DL PCC is not lost.




=>
Will revisit the issue at next meeting.
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102372:
Time Alignment in CA
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
=>
Withdrawn
7.1.1.2
CC management: no CC change

Aspects of CC management not related to mobility/CC addition/removal. E.g. Is every DL SCC linked to one UL SCC ? Is this linking cell specific or UE specific ? Is there different linking for power control, RACH access and non-CIF scheduling or is it all the same ? ….

Linking

R2-102059:
CC linkage in CA
CATT
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
RIM wonders if the linked DL has to be activated in order to perform RACH access ? CATT thinks this is still open.

Proposal 2:

-
LG wonders if this means SIB2 is required for PDCCH without CIF ? CATT assumes so.

Proposal 4:

-
IDT wonders if the SIB2 linked CC is deactivated, why do I need pathloss from the DL PCC ? CATT thinks still this UL CC could be used for UL transmissions. CAT T thinks cross carrier scheduling could still be used.

-
Motorola wonders why a deactivated CC cannot be used for pathloss reference ? CATT thinks this depends on what we decide for deactivated CC's. Motorola thinks we have agreed the UE makes measurements on all configured CC's, including deactivated CC's.

-
Samsung agrees with Motorola; it would be sufficient to have one reference for pathloss.

-
Mediatek wonders if DL PCC would always be used for pathloss reference ? CATT clarifies that proposal 3 and proposal 4 are maybe a bit contradictorary but at this point they prefer to keep this open.

R2-102395:
UL and DL Component Carrier Linking
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Section 2.2

-
CATT wonders why a macro-UE could not have f2 as PCC if it is not close to a pico. QC agrees that obervation 2 is correct if the macro-UE is close to the pico.

Section 2.3:

-
QC wants to have distributed loading of PUCCH and PUSCH over multiple UL CC's even if we have UE's capable of only 1 UL CC.

-
Nokia wonders if the UL load has to be distributed in macro and pico ? QC indicates the intention is more for the pico cell. Since the pico-UE is close to the pico cell, it should be using low power. Nokia thinks anyway macro-UE will interfere for the UL on f1, so this UL load distribution might be restricted. QC argees that the interference levels at the pico might be different for f1 and f2.

-
Motorola wonders why UL load balancing for a pico cell is so important ? QC thinks it is an open pico cell.

-
Huawei wonders if the problem does not exist if there are some UE's with multiple UL CC's ? QC agrees if that is a large fraction, this problem will be less. But there will be implementation restrictions.

-
DT thinks most traffic will be downlink oriented, so having more DL CC's than UL CC's might occur quite often.

-
Nokia wonders if the frequencies would be different bands, or e.g. adjacent in freq. QC assumes the proposal is equally applicable in both cases.

-
Huawei wonders if the CC's could not be partioned as a whole ? QC indicates that this is not their intention. They just want to TDM the PDSCH resources.

Section 3:

-
RIM wonders why the DL PCC cannot be distributed for different UE's. QC agrees that the asymmetric use case is a bit weaker

R2-102447:
Issues on linking in REL-10
Samsung
Disc

R2-102423:
DL and UL linking in CA
CMCC
Disc

R2-102131:
Linking between UL and DL carriers
InterDigital
Disc

R2-102034:
Downlink-Uplink CC linking
Huawei
Disc

R2-102173:
The linkage between DL/UL CC
ZTE
Disc

R2-102067:
Linking of UL and DL PCCs
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102242:
CC linking Issues
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102303:
Linking of DL PCC and UL PCC
Samsung
Disc

R2-102345:
CC linking for dedicated preamble RACH
Motorola
Disc

R2-102366:
DL-UL linking for non-contention RACH and UL grant Assignment
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-102485:
DL/UL CC linking issues
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
R2-102352:
Clarification on CC Configuration Terminology and Scope
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-102107:
DL/UL linking and CC management
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
All 13 Tdocs agreed.
UL/DL PCC linking: If DL PCC is configured for UE, how is UL PCC determined ?

-
Samsung thinks all companies except QC propose SIB2 linking.  However maybe not everybody (including Samsung) has not fully considered HetNet. So how important is this HetNet scenario ?

-
Ericsson has considered HetNet scenarios, but still think SIB2 linking is sufficient. Samsung wonders how this would related to HetNet scenarios ? Ericsson assumes the PUCCH will not be the capacity bottleneck.

-
QC thinks the proposal is not only about PUCCH load balacing: if the UE's are only able to have 1 UL CC, it is also about UL PUSCH load balancing. Ericsson thinks if the macro UL CC is anyway loaded by the macro UE's, you cannot gain that much.

-
CMCC thinks another reason to have dedicated linking is different interference situations for different UEs for UL and DL, and thus configured the DL and UL PCC with dedicated control.

-
RIM wonders what the consequence is for UE specific DL linking ? This would make the RACH space more complicated.

-
CATT thinks that when you have UE specific linking for DL/UL PCC, you might have to activate a deactivated DL when you perform RACH.

-
LG is not convinced about the interference aspects.

-
Samsung wonders if this multiple DL / single UL UE will be the dominant UE ? Vdf assumes this will be the dominant UE.

-
Intel wonders if cell specific is not sufficient ?

-
Nokia assumes SIB2 linking would be applicable in majority of cases. Then question is if we want to support dedicated linking in addition.

-
Huawei has no strong opinion on SIB2/dedicated linking. Huawei is not convinced we need dedicated linking, since we also have the Rel-89 UE which will only support the SIB2 linking. QC thinks these Rel-89 UE's will even increase the need for dedicated UL/DL PCC linking.

-
Motorola agrees mutliple DL/1 UL UE's are quite likely. However Motorola woudl like to agreed on SIB2 linking as a starting point.

-
Ericsson thinks for most scenarios we can distribute UE's if we only have SIb2 linking.

-
DT agrees on the mutliple DL/1 UL UEs, and is fine to start with SIB2 linking.

	Agreement:

1) Will have SIB2 based linking between UL PCC and DL PCC as a starting point. 

FFS if we have dedicated linking in addition


Grants without CIF ? Which UL CC do they indicate ?

-
Samsung assumes we can have SIB2 linking.

-
If we have 2DL/1UL case, are both DL in SIB2 referencing to the same UL, or is this UL CC only referenced in 1 SIB2 and the other one is void ? QC assumes one would be void. Motorola assumes "void" is not allowed because it is not backward compatible. So there would be an UL CC indicated but it might not be configured. QC agrees. 

-
Panasonic wonder if UL grant without CIF is already agreed ? QC assumes we can have UL grants and DL allocations without CIF.

-
Motorola assumes we should have SIB2 based linking.

-
IDT thinks we will always use dedicated signaling for SCC's because SIB2 is provided with dedicated signalling. 

-
Ericsson assumes that agreement above means UL grants without CIF in DL PCC are related to UL PCC.

-
QC wonders what happens with an UL grant on a DL CC when the corresponding UL is not configured ? We could say this grant is considered void, or it is used somewhere else. Nokia is not sure whether we need to support UL scheduling from multiple DL CC's without CIF. Ericsson also sees no large benefit from having 2 DL CC's with the same UL CC addressed without CIF.

-
Mediatek sees some gains for UE specific linking for grants from SCC's. LG also sees benefits for UE specific linking.

-
QC thinks RAN1 has made agreements in this meeting related to this. So we should anyway check with RAN1.  So we could also keep it open.

-
NTT DCM thinks SIB2 linking is sufficient. If you want something else you can use CIF.

-
QC thinks RAN1 has agreed that CIF on 2 different carriers cannot map to same target CC.

-
QC assumes the usage of CIF is configured per DPCCH CC: some DPCCH on some CC would not use it at all, and DPCCH on another CC might always use it. To be checked.

-
Huawei thinks SIB2 based linking is sufficient. Samsung agrees. QC wonders if this means that grants without CIF (if the SIB2 linked UL is not configured) will be discarded ? Samsung agrees this would be kind of network error cases.

-
ZTE thinks we should talk about "grant received without CIF" because even if CIF is configured, we could receive grant without CIF in common search space.

Continuation on Wednesday:

-
NTT DCM is fine with linking UL PCC to DL PCC with no CIF, as long as we have SIB2 based linking between UL and DL PCC

	Agreements: 
1) DL allocation received in DL PCC without CIF is for DL PCC tx

2) UL grant received in DL PCC without CIF is for UL PCC tx
3) DL allocation received in DL SCCx without CIF is for DL SCCx tx
4) UL grant received in DL SCCx without CIF is for tx on UL CC indicated in SIB2 on DL-SCCx. If this UL CC is not configured for this UE, the grant is ignored by the UE



Contention free RACH: DL CC for Msg2 reception ?

-
ZTE thinks that since there is no cross carrier scheduling for RA_RNTI, it should be SIB2 based linking

-
IDT thinks it should be the same as the DL CC where I get my CIF/non-CIF scheduling.

-
Huawei thinks it should be SIB2 based. Huawei wonders if this could mean several DL because several DL's could map to the same UL CC.

-
NSN thinks SIB2 based. LG also prefers SIB2 based and thus align with contention based.

-
CATT also prefers SIB2 based. CATT wonders why there needs to be a relation to CIF scheduling. IDT thinks it would save a switching.

-
Mediatek wonders if for Msg2 would have to monitor multiple DLs' ? Huawei assumes not. The UE could just use the DL CC where he found the RACH resources he used. If multiple DL CC's would indicate the same PRACH resources, then the system might have to respond in multiple DL CC's.

-
QC thinks what we say is that we just follow Rel89 RACH. So we could just say we have same procedures for Rel-89. NSN would prefer to keep current agreement in the minutes so that we know what it means, but in stage-2 we might say "rel89 procedures"

-
ITRI wonders if this means that the network can activate a DL CC with requesting RACH ?

-
CATT wonders if for Rel-10 we will really have the scenario to have 2 DL CC's which are linked in SIB2 to the same UL CC ? Huawei thinks this should be considered. DT thinks this is one of the likely scenarios.

	Agreements for contention free RACH:
1) DL CC for Msg2 reception will be the DL CC which indicates the RACH resources used for Msg1 in his SIB2.



Pathloss linking: What DL CC is used as pathloss reference for UL CC ?

-
Huawei wonders what we are discusing ? Chairman assumes DL CC used as reference for PUCCH/PUSCH power control. 

-
Intel wonders if we should cover all scenarios. We should cover all scenarios ageed by RAN

-
Huawei thinks we also need to discuss DL CC used for preamble selection. Chairman wonders if it is not obvious to use the DL CC which indicates the RACH resources used for Msg1 in his SIB2. Huawei thinks it might be better to use a DL CC always in the same band, Indeed this might require more discussion.

-
NSN thinks we should ask RAN4.  

-
IDT thinks it could be the DL CC I get my scheduling on or the DL PCC. Huawei thinks there is a link between power control of PRACH and the first PUSCH after that. So probably the reference should also be related. We should ask RAN4.

-
Panasonic thinks we should use same principles as Rel89, so that same principles are used.

-
RIM thinks we should ask RAN4 is the pathloss reference has to be active, or can it be deactived. Is there a requirement that a measurement object is configured on that CC ? Huawei sees no direct relation to measurement object configured (e.g. consider IDLE).

=>
Sent LS to RAN4 asking for pathloss reference handling in CA, focussing on intra-band UL scenarios ?? QC thinks since RAN4/1 are already working on this, we can just wait.

-
Samsung wonders if having RRM measurements on a deactivated CC does not automatically imply that we can also have pathloss reference. Nokia's understanding is that doing RRM measurement is not enough activity for pathloss reference: you would have to measure more often. QC has the same understanding.

-
QC assumes the RRC measurement subsystem and the pathloss measurements are independant.

=>
Questions for RAN4:

· What is the assumption on pathloss reference(s) used for intra-band scenarios ? E.g. always only 1 (e.g. DL PCC?), or multiple

· Can a configured but deactivated CC be used as pathloss reference. I.e. are RRM measurement sufficient.

· RAN2 assumes there is no requirement for a measurement object to be configured for a DL CC used as pathloss reference. Can RAN4 confirm.

=> Will see LS in R2-102646
CIF reconfiguration

R2-102493:
UE assignment methods during CIF configuration
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
NTT DCM indicates same document was input  to RAN1.

-
QC wonders what the specification impact is for proposal 4 or proposal 5 ? NTT DCM indicates with proposal 4, signalling would have to support per CC acivation. For proposal 5, the UE would have to be able to decode always the Rel8 structure.

-
QC assumes that signalling anyway needs to be able to support per CC configuration ?  NTT DCM is not sure. QC thinks if CIF can be activated on some CC's and not on some other CC's, this seems required.

-
Motorola wonders how frequently the CIF reconfiguration would happen ? Motorola assumes not very frequent. NTT DCM assumes probably every time you start to use CA.

-
RIM thinks the per CC/common CIF presence is still an open issue in RAN1.

-
NTT DCM calrifies that in proposal 5, they assume the UE would be listening to both CIF and non-CIF commands (if CIF is configured)

-
Ericsson thinks this is quite the same as activating MIMO, and then also it was decided to do nothing special (i.e. use multiple formats, or common search space).

-
Huawei wonders if we could not add a CC and configure the CIF at the same time ? NTT DCM assumes this is possible. Then maybe reconfiguration rate is very low. Mediatek agrees if CIF is configured immediately, this might not be such a big issue.

-
CATT points out that also initial CC status will be "deactivated". So we have time for the CIF reconfiguration.

=>
Noted (can think a bit more about this)

R2-102449:
On CIF reconfiguration
Samsung
Disc
not treated
Signalling optimisation
R2-102035:
CC identity
Huawei
Disc

R2-102060:
Consideration on Component Carrier Index
CATT, CMCC
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
Other:
R2-102304:
Clarifications on CA scenarios
Samsung
Disc
not treated
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102092
CC configuration at CC addtion
Panasonic
Disc
withdrawn
7.1.1.3
CC management: CC change

Aspects related to CC change management at mobility/CC addition/CC removal. E.g. can DL PCC change without RACH and/or Security key change ? If security changes at DL PCC change, is security input taken from target DL PCC ? What is the flexibility we require in SCC management, e.g. can a DL SCC cell change without the linked UL SCC cell changing….

PCC change

R2-102061:
PCC change
CATT
Disc
-
NSN understands that the main scenario which benefits from DL PCC change without handover seems to be scenario 3. Do we need to optimise for that ? CATT think they do not only focus on that. CATT is addressing any case of PCC already in the PCCset.

-
NSN wonders what the gain is for having PCC change without RACH/security change  ? I.e. what is still the gap we have if we do not change RACH/security change ?

-
DT thinks we should optimise for scenario 1& 2.

-
DT wonders in figure 1, if the PCC would be changing continuously between red and blue cells ? DT would assume the blue one would be the coverage layer an typically always used as DL PCC.

-
Ericsson understood that scenario 3 was mainly for coverage extension. If it is for coverage extension, that it is obvious that the DL PCC would have to change. DT agrees that both coverage extension and capacity improvement could be considered for scenario 3.

-
Huawei wonders whether this depends on whether the DL PCC would always need to be the best DL ? DT assumes it is a good DL CC but not necessarily the best. Huawei agrees with DT.

-
NTT DCM agrees that scenario 3 could be used in two ways, but their main focus was on capacity enhancement.  If red/blue are quite far apart, the lower frequency cell would always have the larger coverage.

-
NTT DCM has done some simulations and as long as the eNB has a joint CC scheduler, then it does not matter if you have a good and bad CC aggregated since the scheduler can always use the better CC. If there is no joint scheduler, then it might be better not to have a bad CC configured.
R2-102498:
CC management and measurements in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
Only section 2.1

-
Ericsson wonders if the situation is considered where a significant part of the UE's would not support CA. E.g. in scenario 2 these UE's would have to camp on the coverage layer. NTT DCM assumes that for Rel89 UE's, if the red cell is much better you can do inter-freq handover. So it should not impact the analysis so much.

-
LG wonders why the PCC change without handover is called an optimisation ? It can be obtained for free. NTT DCM thinks we anyway need to support PCC change with handover. 

R2-101999:
Management of Component Carriers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102174:
Discussion on PCC/SCC change
ZTE
Disc

R2-102214:
Primary Component Carrier Management
MediaTek
Disc

R2-102241:
CC management functionalities
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102243:
CC management at PCC change
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102259:
PCC Change and Cell Additon procedure
Samsung
Disc

R2-102260:
Unidirectional PCC & SCC change
Samsung
Disc

R2-102346:
Change of Primary Component Carrier
Motorola
Disc

R2-102370:
Key derivation during DL PCC change
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-102377:
Management of PCC change
HTC
Disc

R2-102398:
Need for PCC change without RACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
All 11 Tdocs not treated.
Discussion:

-
Ericsson agrees with LS that if we start to call this an optimisation, then anything we can reconfigure without MCI/handover would be called an optimisation.

-
Samsung assumes there is a relation to the timing reference decision. E.g. if the DL PCC changes and the DL timing is related to the DL PCC, the UL timing might change.

-
Nokia thinks is clear we have to support DL PCC change with handover (with RACH/KeNB change). Nokia thinks this should be considered the baseline.

-
CATT thinks within same band, no RACH is needed. Mediatek sees benefits e.g. w.r.t user plane stalling.

-
DT thinks only handover scenario is sufficient.

-
Panasonic thinks RACH optimisation is not so important (dedicated preamble), but security change avoiding might be more important in order to avoid data discarding at DL PCC change.

-
Ericsson assumes the only question if we support PCC change with 4 in the table above.

-
NTT DCM wonders if UL PCC change can really be done without RACH ? Huawei thinks it would be possible if the UL's are in the same band. Samsung thinks it might be possible but it is a bit risky. Ericsson does not see a big problem if the UL timing does not change. NTT DCM is worried about eNB impact, i.e. suddenly you will receive HARQ ACK/NACK on a different UL. NSN is also concerned about eNB impact. In the end, intra-cell handover will be the only way to really synchronised UE and eNB like in Rel89.

-
Samsung wonders about the real benefit. Samsung only sees 20-30ms gain for avoiding RACH. Samsung thinks also the re-establihment avoidance bring small gains.

-
Motorola is not sure if the same timing advance can be used for all UL frequencies in one band ? This might not even be sure. Huawei thinks RAN4 already indicated "yes". Motorola also thinks it is possible. 

-
Panasonic thinks we could always have RACH, but then try to have the case without KeNB change. Samsung thinks there is little gain of avoiding KeNB change since we have the PDCP status report. Panasonic's main concern is if the throughput is quite high and the processing of the UE of new packets after the key change.

-
QC wonders if KeNB is not changed, does this mean RLC/PDCP re-esytablishment are also skipped.
	Agreements:

In principle 4 options:

RACH

KeNB change

(+re-establishment of L2)

Comment

1. 

Yes

Yes

Already agreed

2

Yes

No

Needed ?: Explicitly limit to change of PCC within CCset ? (at least one cell remains in the CCset before and after reconfiguration) ?

3

No

Yes

Needed ?

4

No

No

Needed ? Explicitly limit to change of PCC within CCset (at least one cell remains in the CCset before and after reconfiguration) ?

1) If we have an additional approach for DL PCC change (additional to approach 1), it would be either approach 2 or 4 above. 

2) Will take final decision in RAN2#71, not revisit before (relatively stand-alone issue).

3)  Remove "special cell concept": when security changes security input is taken from target PCC cell

4) If DL PCC changes, also UL PCC change (according to SIB2 linking)


Other
R2-102359:
Handover - stage 2 level issues
Samsung
Disc
Proposal 1/2:

-
QC wonders if the only reason for the source to select the target PCC is the security aspect ? QC thinks the security issue could be addressed by providing multiple keys to the target (for multiple target PCC's). Samsung agrees in theory that would be possible, but Samsung saw no reason to provide multiple keys.

-
Mediatek wonders if this would often lead to a PCC change immediately after handover when the source eNB selected the wrong PCC ?

-
Motorola thinks the source eNB will not know anything about the load on the cells of the target eNB. So should the target not be involved in the CC selection decision ?

-
Ericsson thinks proposals 1/2 seems quite sensible but would like a bit more time to think about this. 

-
Ericsson wonders if already today we do not forward inter-freq results to the target eNB. Samsung understands we do not provide any measurement results today.

-
DT would assume in the network a default PCC would be configured for each eNB. So in that sense the proposals seem quite ok.

-
NSN thinks proposal 1/2 seems sensible but would like to think about it. E.g. for load balancing maybe the target should be able to select PCC. Same comment from ALU.

-
QC wonders if the "default PCC" would be the same in a large area, or eNB specific ? DT assumes it would be common in a larger area.

=>
Proposal 1/2 seems sensible but can think a bit more about this.

Proposal 3

-
Panasonic wonders about the SCC status after handover ? Will they all be deactivated ? If this is true, the proposal 3 is quite logical.

=>
Noted
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102510:
Handover considerations in CA
Pantech
Disc
not treated
7.1.1.4
UL/DL CC failure

At RAN2#67bis/RAN2#69 we made some agreements w.r.t. DL RLF conditions. However handling of SCC’s as well as UL RLF is still largely open. E.g. do we have per DL SCC monitoring ? Any autonomous UE actions on detection of DL SCC failure ? Do we have an UL CC failure (i.e. certain UL CC has to stop transmission but no Re-establishment is initiated). When is RLF triggered due to UL problems ? Do we need to (if so how) inform the eNB in certain cases ? Any difference between activated & deactivated CC’s ?

=> Including outcome of email discussion [69#33] LTE: CA UL/DL CC failures (NTT DCM)

=> Email discussion outcome [69#33]: UL/DL CC failures
R2-102488:
Email discussion summary: [69#33] LTE: CA UL/DL CC failures
E-mail rapporteur (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
Report
General

-
In general DCM assumes that UE has no autonomous action when a DL fails.

-
Chairman wonders if a DL SCC is used as pathloss reference, how can a UE decide that it has lost a valid pathloss reference and can no longer transmit on an UL PCC ? NTT DCM assumes this would be eNB decision.

Proposal 3:

-
Motorola wonders if it is really A2 and CQI to detect poor radio link quality. Motorola thinks we should ask RAN4 if that is sufficient. Ericsson thinks it will depend a lot on how we set the thresholds. E.g. as long as we want to stop a DL well before it is no longer usable for pathloss reference/sync reference, then it is ok to have the eNB base this on A2/CQI.

-
Nokia wonders what happens if UE misses a deactivation command ? Chairman indicates for DL we do have the implicit deactivation.

-
LG wonders if there would be large delay in between the UE loosing a DL and the eNB becoming aware ? Will depend on A2 thresholds and CQI periodicity; network is in control.

-
Samsung/Nokia proposes to sent an LS to ask RAN1/4 if they see problem with this way forward (LS). Huawei does not understand why we have to ask RAN1/4. What is the problem ? Nokia thinks we could ask RAN4 if there is a problem with a missed deactivation. Ericsson thinks we should not ask that to RAN4. We could ask if CQI/A2 is sufficient, but Ericsson also sees no reason to ask.

-
Huawei thinks this is eNB implementation and there are 2 eNB vendors that say this is fine. Note that the eNB can use additional inputs then A2 and CQI

Proposal 7:

-
Samsung wonders if this is related only to UL deactivation, or related to any UE autonomous action of stopping UL transmissions (CQI, SRS, SPS,...)

-
Huawei thinks we already have DL activation based on timer.

-
Chairman wonders if this thus means that the UE never autonomously stops any UL transmissions e.g. CQI, SRS, SPS,.. NTT DCM now thinks it might be a bit to early to decide there is no UE autonomous action.

-
Ericsson assumes the UE never stops autonomously any transmissions on an UL SCC based on DL SCC quality.

-
Samsung wonders if we would stop e.g. SRS transmission on an UL if the linked DL CC is deactivated ? Panasonic thinks this could be eNB controled. Nokia assumes if you deactivate a DL you might not have valid DL pathloss measurement. So should the UE not stop SRS ?

-
Huawei thinks we can have cases when one DL activated, there is still another DL CC present which can be used.

-
Nokia would like to consult with RAN4. QC thinks we could ask if RAN4 assumes the eNB has sufficient information to stop the UL transmission in accurate fashion.

-
Huawei thinks since the eNB is receiving the UL transmissions, he is in the best position to judge whether they are still ok or not.
R2-102305:
Relation between RLF on DL SCC and linked UL SCC
Samsung
Disc
R2-102486:
CC failure  NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

R2-102043:
DL Radio link failure for carrier aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102244:
DL CC failure
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
All 4 Tdocs not treated.
	Agreements:

1: 
The same Rel-8 mechanism based on N310/N311/T310 is used for RLF detection on the DL PCC.

2: 
Deactivation / removal of DL SCC suffering poor link quality should be under eNB command. No autonomous UE deactivation / removal of such DL SCC.

3: 
Radio link monitoring (i.e. RLF / physical layer problem detection based on N310/N311/T310) by the UE is not needed for DL SCC. eNB can detect poor link quality e.g. from CQI reports and/or existing RRM measurement reports (e.g. Event A2) for activated DL SCCs and from existing RRM measurement reports (e.g. Event A2) for deactivated DL SCCs.

4: 
RRM measurements can be configured for deactivated DL SCCs. (was already agreed)

5: 
RA failure on UL PCC triggers RRC connection re-establishment.

6:
UE never stops autonomously any transmissions on an UL SCC based on DL SCC quality.


=>
Will sent LS to RAN4 (cc RAN1) to inform them about these decisions and ask if they see a problem in R2-102647

UL CC failure (first treat RACH selection in 7.1.1.8)

R2-102045:
UL Radio Link Failure for Carrier Aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102246:
UL CC failure
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102132:
RACH in carrier aggregation
InterDigital
Disc

R2-102175:
Discussion on UL RLF for CA
ZTE
Disc

R2-102364:
UL RLF in Carrier Aggregation
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102062:
Consideration on UL RLF
CATT
Disc

Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102487
RACH failure on UL SCC
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
withdrawn
7.1.1.5
Measurements in connected mode

Do we need additional measurement extensions/new measurements for the main CC-change cases i.e. intra-freq mobility, inter-freq mobility, inter-RAT mobility and CC addition/removal/replacement ?  What is the situation related to measurements on deactivated CC:s ? Are measurement gaps required to measure on deactivated CC’s ?....

=> Including outcome of email discussion [69#34] LTE: CA Measurements (Ericsson)

=> Email discussion outcome [69#34]: CA measurements
R2-102038:
Summary of email discussion [69#34] LTE: CA measurements
Ericsson
Report
-
Huawei would prefer not to exclude A3-best/A3-worst yet. Ericsson thinks there was quite large majority that thought this was not usefull

-
Nokia is wondering if A5 really needs to be extended. Are the benefits really clear, i.e. was this sufficiently discussed in the email discussion ? Nokia would prefer to discuss that after A3 has been settled. What is the real benefit ?

-
Ericsson points out that nobody challenged the A5 proposal. Ericsson agrees we could postpone until after we have settled A3.

	Agreements: 

1.
No further A1/A2 enhancements (no A1/A2 best/worst)

2.
No A3-best, no A3-worst: other A-3 enhancements (A3-PCC/A3-configurable) based on contributions




R2-102031:
Measurement terminology
 Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
NTT DCM thinks this terminology is usefull (pitty that PSC is abbreviation)

-
DT also support this.

-
NSN wonders where we could use this terminology ? Is it only in the definition of measurements ? Ericsson thinks we already had several examples where people talk about CC when they actually mean a cell.

-
Mediatek wonders if this definition implies also differentiated handling for primary and secondary serving cells ? Ericsson only intends to address this in relation to terminology.

-
NSN thought already today PCC was used to address one cell in the context of one UE.

-
Ericsson had a different understanding. The CC is a complete carrier, and the UE is only configured with one cell on a CC.

-
QC agrees with Ericsson and the value of these definitions. The measurement object in LTE corresponds to a carrier, but we compare that object with one serving cell on another carrier.

After offline discussion

-
NSN is ok to introduce these definitions, in order to be able to discriminate the carrier from the cell. NSN will check the stage-2; may mean we have to change CC to serving cell in quite many places.

-
Mediatek wonders about an inter-freq A3. Can we refer to a Secondary Serving Cell  for A3 ? Chairman indicates we still need to discuss A3 generalisation.

-
Nokia thinks it is a bit misleading that a serving cell can be deactivated. So maybe using "reference cell" is better ? Samsung thinks that since we have RRM measurements on deactivated CC/SSC's, there should be no problem with the name "serving".

-
Ericsson thinks a cell can be serving as long as it is configured.

	Agreements:
1
In Rel-10, a UE can be configured with multiple Serving Cells, one per configured CC.

2
The Primary Cell (Pcell) is the serving cell on the DL PCC      

3
A Secondary Cells (Scell) is a serving cell on a DL SCC. 


R2-101996:
Event handling at PCC change
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Samsung wonders if the swapping is exactly the same as for Rel-8 ? Is the proposal to only limit this to A1/A2, or to all events on the PCC ? Ericsson indicates the A1/A2 are just examples. Samsung assumes for inter-freq it will depend on the A3 generalisation.

-
ZTE agrees with Samsung. ZTE thinks it is automatic it is automatic if we have A3-PCC, but ZTE does not understand how it works for A1/A2.

-
Motorola assumes A3-PCC does not involve swapping. 

-
CATT wonders what the impact is on A1/A2 of the swapping ? Ericsson assumes if they are configured on the PCC, they follow the PCC.  Any A1/A2 already configrued on the new PCC would go to the old PCC.

-
Samsung thinks maybe we can first agree for intra-freq events.  (i.e. A1, A2 and A3 intra-freq)

-
Samsung clarifies is that we today only have PCC related events. Question now if what we add.

=>
Can think more about this. Resulting behaviour should be very similar to what we have in Rel89

R2-102098:
Measurement Events in Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc
Proposal 1

-
CATT thinks A1/A2 cannot be used for inter-freq. Nokia thinks any measurment on an SCC is a kind of inter-freq event.

-
LG thinks for mobility to inter-freq, current A1/2/3 will not help.

-
ZTE wonders what we have agreed for A3 ? ZTE understands we have only agreed A3 intra-freq on SCC.

Section 3.2:

-
ZTE wonders what SCC mobility is ? Is it a change of Scell in a SCC, or a change of frequency of the SCC ? Nokia thinks A4 can be used for SCC change.

Figure 2

-
QC wonders what the action is of the eNB when the UE detects the blue carrier in figure 2 ? Will it e.g. immediately be added ? Nokia is assuming the carrier can be configured before it is detected. Then when the UE detects the cell and reports it, the eNB could activate the cell.

R2-102498:
CC management and measurements in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
Only section 2.2

-
LG thinks working with 2 A3 events compared to PCC is not possible, because if PCC would be very good no SCC's would be reported.

-
NTT DCM assumes if PCC is very good, then maybe SCC usage is anyway not so needed. 

-
LG wonders if policy A would mean that everytime an SCC is added, you also have to configure a concerning A3 measurement ? NTT DCM confirms.

-
Motorola wonders what A3 configurable is ? Reference cell can be any Pcell/Scell, and target object can be any configured/non-configured frequency (it needs to have a measurement object). NTT DCM confirms.

-
Motorola thinks we have discussed this before as part of a QC proposal.

-
ZTE wonders if more than one event A3 ? NTT DCM clarifies one event A3 has to be linked to one Pcell or Scell. But you can have multiple A3 events which are linked to different Pcell/Scells.

-
LG agrees that A3-configurable is good to use for all cases. The only problem is that you have to configure many of them and there could even be UE power impact. NTT DCM assumes still the operator wouknow for what CC's it should be configured.

-
CATT wonders based on what the eNB would choose one of the CC's as reference cell ? CATT is worried about the report overhead.

-
NTT DCM agrees we have to be carefull, but typically only intra-freq event A3 e.g. in scenario2 you might not need to have intra-freq A3 on SCC. For the cross-CC events, you would  only do that when you know the CC is not continuous.

R2-101997:
Generalization of events A3, A5 and B2
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
noted
R2-102176:
Measurements events and related use cases
ZTE
Disc

R2-102250:
Measurement Evaluation in CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102022:
Horizontal and Vertical Mobility
Huawei
Disc

R2-102089:
Measurement usage for carrier aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

R2-102216:
Measurement Events for Component Carrier Management
MediaTek
Disc

R2-102354:
Extensions of Measurement Events for CA
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-102371:
Measurement for CC management
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
All 7 Tdocs not treated.
· A3-Configurable-serving-cell or A3-primary-serving-cell related to any LTE-measurement object (intra-CCset or outside CCset) ?

· Any other important enhancements for Rel-10 ?

Discussion

-
A3-PCC or A3-configurable ?

-
ZTE would prefer A3-PCC because you do not have to reconfigure at PCC change. NTT DCM assumes that due to the measurement object swapping at handover there would be no more signalling.

-
Panasonic prefers A3-configurable. Pcell might not always be absolute best cell.

-
Mediatek slightly prefers A3-PCC but is also ok with A3-configurable.

-
NTT DCM wonders if it is correct that A3-PCC is a subset of A3-configurable ?

-
Nokia wonders what is A3 PCC.


A3-PCC:[9]


- Reference cell is Pcell; target object can be any configured/non-configured frequency (it needs to have a measurement object)


A3-Configurable: [6]


- Reference cell can be any Pcell/Scell, and target object can be any configured/non-configured frequency (it needs to have a measurement object)

-
Huawei assumes A3-configurable has more impact to the specification than A3-PCC. Nokia agrees.

-
CATT points out that already with existing agreements, an Scell can be reference cell for a A3 event (for the intra-freq case). Huawei agrees.

-
Huawei wonders if the PCC is assumed to be the best cell typically ? If not, we do not want to compare SCC and PCC. ZTE thinks even if we do not want the PCC to be the best CC, still ZTE thinks we need to be able to compare to SCC objects because of mobility reasons.

-
Chairman thinks the main benefit for A3-configurable would be for SCC replacement

-
Nokia wonder if the SCC change is urgent ? Nokia thinks you could do it when any cell on that other potential SCC becomes good ?

-
Ericsson thinks it is enough to have A3-PCC. 


-
Nokia thinks we could start with A3-PCC and maybe later extend to A3-configurable. This would give us time to study further. Panasonic thinks we could start from A3-configurable, and if we identify problems we could reduce to A3-PCC.

-
NTT DCM wonders what the complexity is for A3-Configurable ? The UE anyway needs to measure all these CC's. The only complexity is signalling complexity ? But it should be very limited.

-
RIM  thinks if PCC is not always the best cell, A3-configurble brings benefits.

-
LG thinks A3-PCC has clear drawbacks for SCC replacement. LG thinks A3-configurable can cover this.

-
Panasonic thinks if we have A3-configurable, we do not need anything else. If we have only A3- PCC, we might need more additions.

-
QC would be fine with A3-PCC as starting point.

-
Ericsson wonders with A3-PCC, if the Pcell is compared to a SCC, is the Scell included or not ? Nokia assumes it is included (all cells on that SCC), like in existing A3.

-
ZTE wonders about A5 ? Ericsson thinks we should have A5-PCC. Nokia wonders if there is any impact to the specifications.

	Agreement:

A3-event

--------------

Will have "A3-PCC" in Rel-10:

- 
Reference cell is Pcell; target object can be any configured/non-configured frequency (frequency needs to have a measurement object)

Note: If an SCC is the target object, the Scell is included in the comparison for the target object

Further extensions will only be considered if significant support.


New measurement

R2-102245:
Measurement events for CC management
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Motorola indicates that today the UE reports the M best cells. So what is the difference ? LG explains that today report cells of one frequency.

-
Motorola wonders if the best M frequencies would not change very frequently ? LG is not sure.

-
CATT wonders how we ensure that all M best cells are coming from the same eNB ?  LG thinks we could provide restriction information to the UE.

-
Mediatek thinks the "SCC set" does not necessarily need to be the best CC's.

-
QC wonders if this would be the first measurement event with multiple objects ? LG confirms.

-
Ericsson thinks we can already do the same today with multiple requests.

-
Samsung thinks we do have to consider how to continue at inter-eNB handover with multiple CC's. E.g. do we want to provide the target eNB with measurements for multiple CC's ? Huawei thinks you could do it with intra-freq A3 events. Question is if the different timing of obtaining these measurements is an issue ?

=>
Noted (no support)

UE measurement capability

R2-102499:
Measurement gap control in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
It was questioned whether the RFchain BW will always cover CC2, even if CC2 is deactivated ? NTT DCM would appreciate vendor input. Mediatek thinks a deactivated CC would typically not be covered by the RF chain.  NTT DCM thinks it is not very clear, since RRM measurements still need to be performed.

-
CATT wonders whether the UE has to inform the network in detail about RF chain configurations, if the network needs to be able to decide whether usage of an additional RF chain is possible ? NTT DCM assumes such a capability would probably need to exist.

-
Nokia thinks it would be preferable if the whole RF BW is not activated in case of deactivation. Nokia agrees that we would need to retune the RF bandwidth for RRM measurements and RAN4 is discussing this, but Nokia hopes the cause interruption will be really small. QC agrees with Nokia. Motorola would also prefer to quite soon use measurement gaps.

-
In general QC think it is difficult to continue this discussion without RAN4 making progress.

-
Chairman assumes that there are 3 ways for doing inter-freq measurements:


a) RF reconfiguration


b) Using additional RF


c) measurements gaps


Somehow network and UE should have the same understanding of what to use in what case

=>
QC thinks we could ask RAN4 for the RF & measurement model and explain our concern. 

-
Samsung thinks we should always be aware of UE power consumption.

-
Nokia thinks it is clear that we need support measurement gaps.

=>
Nokia thinks we could also ask if they have requirements for SCC measurement, e.g. will the same requirements as Rel89 interfreq apply.

=>
Will add a question on DL and UL CC activation delay/interruption in the UE

=>
Will see LS in R2-102648

R2-102063:
Measurement on deactivated CC
CATT
Disc

R2-102306:
Measurement on deactivated DL CCs
Samsung
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
How do UE and network get the same understanding about when to use ?


1) Additional RF chain


2) RF chain RF reconfiguration


3) Measurement gaps
S-measure

R2-101998:
Carrier Aggregation and the s-Measure criterion
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Chairman wonders what the s-measure would still control ? Ericsson indicates all measurements except A1/A2 on SCC, and intra-freq A3 on SCC.

-
ZTE agrees with proposal 1, but would like more motivation for proposal 2. Ericsson thinks we need s-measure-intra to ensure that the UE stays on the best cell on an SCC even if the Pcell quality is still very good. ZTE wonders then if this is mainly intended for mobility ? Ericsson thinks there could also be Scell release as an action.

-
Nokia wonders if the S-measure is the same as the one today ? Ericsson thinks it could be the same.

-
LG points out that their main difference is that in their proposal is there are at max 2 smeasure-s per UE. LG wonders if s-measure-intra is configured per CC or per UE ? Ericsson thinks it could have different values per SCC.

-
LG explains that in the LG proposal there are only 2 Smeasure parameters.

-
Nokia assumes that these proposals would mean that e.g. SCC intra-freq measurements are not stopped when Pcell quality is above s-measure ?  Ericsson confirms this understanding.

-
CATT is wondering whether this really enables to manage the SCC replacement ? E.g. PCC quality is always above s-measure, so we would not have any measurements to replace SCC's. Ericsson thinks that at least with an A2 on SCC you could deconfigure the SCC. Stil there woudl be a problem that you would not measure on any SCC replacement CC's until the PCC is below a certain quality.

-
NTT DCM wonders if we really need so much enhancements. Do we need so many battery enhancements ? NTT DCM thinks we could set a higher Smeasure ?

-
Chairman wonders if the Smeasure should be compared to the lowest configured CC quality ?

-
QC indicates the measurement performance scales with DRX. Smeasure is an additional optimisation.

-
CATT wonders if we have to differentiate intra and interfreq. CATT thinks the same Smeasure could be applied on each frequency.

=>
Can think about whether an enhancement is needed, and if so how.

R2-102249:
S-measurement in CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

not treated
7.1.1.6
Activation/Deactivation

More detailed aspects of activation/deactivation e.g. information is included in an activation/deactivation command  ? 

ULTX/act/deact?

R2-102451:
On UL CC activation
Samsung
Disc 

-
RIM wonders whether the PHR is always only reported on the concerning UL CC ? Samsung in general assumes that when disabling PUSCH on a certain UL CC, then there is no reason to have PHR for that UL CC. RIM thinks PHR could also be used as an input to decide on UL CC activation.

-
CATT thinks if the sync & pathloss is both always DL PCC, these 2 would not be a problem.

-
QC wonders if the UL act/deact state would be linked to the DL act/deact state ? Samsung clarifies that the table is just an example. One reason for deactivation could be that a CC cannot be scheduled anymore. Samsung clarified they are not particularly proposing UL act/deact, just want to discuss whether there are conditions under which the UE would stop certain UL transmissions.

-
Huawei wonders what the relation is to RF reconfiguration ? Samsung agrees it is not so much related.

-
LG indicates it is not clear yet whether we can have SPS on SCC. Samsung agrees.

-
Mediatek wonders when the gap occurs in case of CC addition since we do not have an activation time. Samsung assumes it is implementation dependant. Samsung it is done somewhere before the UL transmission.

-
Nokia thinks that when the sync/pathloss reference SCC is deactivated, then the UE should not perform any UL tx on that UL SCC. QC wonders if this is the shared view in RAN2 that when a DL is deactivated, the corresponding UL CC is also deactivated ? Samsung thinks in principle the UL SCC can still continue if there are no radio problems.

-
QC wonders what is the reason to keep an UL still active when the corresponding DL is deactivated ? Samsung assumes keeping an UL "active" takes no power; only when there is a transmission, there is a power cost. QC thinks if it simplifies we should consider to deactivate an UL CC when the linked DL CC is deactivated.

-
IDT thinks if all the DL scheduling CC's are deactivated, then there is no reason to transmit SRS.

-
Samsung proposes to ask RAN4 about the UL activation delay/interruption ?

=>
Noted (UL CC act/deact/ transmission handling can still be studied further)

R2-102099:
Discussion on UL CC activation and deactivation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc
not treated
MAC CE

R2-102086:
MAC Control Element for Component Carrier Management
Panasonic
Disc
=>
Updated in R2-102520

R2-102520:
MAC Control Element for Component Carrier Management
Panasonic
Disc
Proposal 0:

-
Nokia wonders if the UE has to be able to support configuration of more SCC's than the UE can aggregate ? Nokia would prefer to agree that the network can never configure more than can be activated for this UE ? Ericsson would be fine with such a limitation. Panasonic thinks we already agreed that the UL / DL configuration should always be in the UE's aggregation capability (San Francisco).

Proposal 2:

-
Mediatek wonders what the mapping would be ? Panasonic indicates each bit corresponds to one configured SCC.

-
CATT would prefer 5 bits, since then CIF values can be linked MAC CE bit in bitmap. Huawei thinks since this is only for act/deact, Panasonic wonders why we would go behond 4.

-
Huawei thinks 5 bits would be better. Huawei thinks when the PCC changes and a MAC CE is outstanding, it would be nice not to have to change the bits.

-
NSN wonders if more than 4 DL SCC's can be configured in a UE ? I.e. you could still only activate 4 SCC's, but you could configure more. Motorola assumes we can at most configure 4. Panasonic has the same understanding. Intel thinks it could make some sense to be able to configure more than 4. Samsung would prefer to limit to 4 in order to limit UE complexity.

Proposal 3:

-
Panasonic indicates this is still under discussion in RAN1. It is just a reminder.

Proposal 4:

-
RIM thinks this is no concern if we have implicit DL deactivation.

-
NTT DCM thinks it could be linked to the activation status of the DL, no explicit signalling. Panasonic expects that we might have assymetric CA activated, more DL than UL, we might want to activate a DL although we do not intend to use the corresponding UL.

-
QC wonders if the intention is to save the overhead of SRS ? Panasonic confirms.

-
Chairman wonders if this is only an on/off indication or also a configuration of the actual resources. Panasonic thinks the actual resources probably need to be signalled. Ericsson would prefer not to introduce a new mechanism in MAC for SRS configuration. Panasonic does not intend configuration, but a trigger.

-
Huawei thinks the UL SRS can be stopped when all scheduling PDCCH's are deactivated. CATT agrees with Huawei. Panasonic thinks even if we have the implicit stopping, still we need a mechanism to activate.

	Agreements:

1: 
A new MAC control element for Component Carrier Management is defined containing at least  the activation respectively deactivation command for the secondary DL component carriers configured for a UE. The new MAC CE is identified by a unique LCID.

2: 
For actual deactivation and activation signalling for the DL SCCs, the MAC CE for CC Management  includes a 4/5-bit bitmap where each bit is representing one of the DL CCs that can be configured in the UE. A bit set to 1 denotes activation of the corresponding DL CC, a bit set to 0 respectively denotes deactivation. Mapping is FFS.




R2-102100:
MAC CE formats for CC activation/deactivation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

R2-102108:
Details on the activation/deactivation MAC CE
MediaTek Inc.
Disc

R2-102149:
Details of CC (de)activation
Huawei
Disc

R2-102160:
On UL CC handling and deactivation
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-102247:
Activation/De-activation Details
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102251:
Remaining issues on DL CC activation/deactivation
ETRI
Disc

R2-102353:
Clarifications on CC Activation and Deactivation Terminology and Scope
Intel Corporation Disc

R2-102450:
DL CC activation using BITMAP
Samsung
Disc

R2-102470:
Activation of Component Carriers
Motorola
Disc
All 9 Tdocs not treated.
DRX

R2-102040:
Impact of retransmissions on common DRX performance
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102177:
DRX and activation deactivation
ZTE
Disc

R2-102202:
Considerations on DL CC activation with common DRX
Pantech
Disc
All 3 Tdocs not treated.
Implicit deactivation
R2-102064:
CC implicit deactivation
CATT
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders if this is a kind of fallback to PCC ? Ericsson assumes PUCCH are configured for a UE, do they need to be deconfigured ? or removed explicitly ?

-
CATT is proposing to deactivate all SCC's at TA timer expiry. 

-
Samsung was assuming typically SCC's would already have been deactivate. This seems a kind of additional power optimisation. Huawei agrees with Samsung. In legacy when the TA-timer expires, the UE continue to receive PDCCH. Ericsson agrees. If we have an implicit deactivation time, this is really not needed.

-
CATT wonders if it is really good to not do any SCC deactivation ? In Rel8 we release the PUCCH resources when the TA timer expires. Would we not do the same in Rel-10 ?

Proposal 5

-
QC thinks that if we have all CC's activated, then the UE will be restarting the timer very frequently. This might be a burden for the UE so instead, could we not sent the MAC CE periodically which would restart the timer. Samsung thinks this is minor complexity e.g. compared to PDCP discard timer. Samsung would prefer simple solution so have UE restart.

-
RIM wonders if the PDCCH is for scheduling on this CC or any CC.

-
IDT wonders if the timer is running all the time, or only in "active" ? Huawei hopes the timer runs all the time and not link this to DRX timers. Ericsson agrees with Huawei.

-
LG wonders if this is too much detail ?

-
ZTE wonders if the timer is restarted upon UL HARQ retransmission ?

-
NTT DCM wonders if we really need timers per CC if this just a backup fail-safe solution ? Ericsson thinks it would be good to have separate timers since we also have separate act/deact.

-
Panasonic points out that having the bitmap in the MAC CE bring robustness to the signalling

-
IDT points out that we have the 4 subframe process issue also here.

	Agreements:

2: 
Will introduce a new timer for implicit CC deactivation

3: 
The deactivation timer length is configured per UE by RRC.

4: 
The deactivation timer is maintained per CC

5: 
-      Deactivation timer is started when DL SCC is activated.

-
DL SCC is deactivated when deactivation timer expires.

-
During data transmission, the CC specific deactivation timer should be restarted based on the following events:

     
-  The PDCCH on CCx for downlink scheduling transmission


-  The PDCCH on CCx for uplink scheduling transmission


-  Other triggers FFS




R2-102161
On implicit CC deactivation
Fujitsu
Disc
not treated
Other

R2-101986:
Timing and HARQ Feedback Errors with Activation/Deactivation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
-
IDT wonders why you cannot receive during the "T" period ? NSN agrees this could be considered

-
Chairman thinks we probably first need to understand when RF tuning would be required ? NSN agrees. RAN4 should discuss this. QC will add this retuning time question to the RAN4 LS.

-
Ericsson wonders why the retuning is after sending the AN ? NSN assumes the eNB needs an indication, but it is true that this might speed up the activation. So can be considered.

-
CATT wonders why we need to standardise "T" ? E.g. for MAC CE we also did not agree on a processing time. Huawei thinks the question is whether a minimum performance requirement needs to be specified.

-
NTT DCM thinks the reaction time should be standardised. NTT DCM thinks the fastest the eNB would schedule is 1 RTT after the eNB sends the MAC CE.

=>
Noted

R2-102427:
Discussion about CC Activation and Deactivation
ITRI
Disc
Only section 2.2

-
So this contribution highlights one problem that exists if we have SPS in a SCC w.r.t. implicit deactivation timer.

-
Samsung agrees that there is an issue w.r.t. implicit deactivation timer. 

-
Panasonic confirms this problem. Also False ANR is raised

=>
Confirm the issue with the implicit deactivation timer (SPS discussion is taken a bit later)

R2-102365:
Mobility and Activation
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
Proposal 1a:

-
ALU clarifies that the proposal would mean a kind of limited L1/MAC configuration in the re-establishment procedure because you cannot configure additional CC's.

-
Samsung wonders what the default configuration would be ? Is it a Rel-10 default configuration or a Rel-8 default configuration ?  ALU thinks this should be discussed further.

-
Chairman wonders why no CC's are added in the re-establishment procedure ? ALU thinks since the re-establishment procedure only establishes SRB1, there is no need to establish additional CC's.

-
Samsung assumes an re-establishment  is like an establishment. Samsung was assuming we would not configure CA in establishment/re-establishment.

-
Samsung indicates that today we only have a default configuration for L1/MAC, but we keep the rest of the configuration. Is any change proposed in this respect ?  NTT DCM agrees with Samsung that we have to keep Rel89 principles: the UE could also be re-establishing in a Rel-8 cell.

-
ALU indicates that unless we have a CA capability, at connection establishment CA would not be configured.

Proposal 1b

-
NSN wonders if the UE appears in the same cell, maybe we do not have to throw away the whole configuration ? 

-
QC would be happy to agree on 1a and 1b. Ericsson would be ok with 1a, but would like some time for 1b.

-
ALU assumes some form of delta configuration would be applicable.

-
Hauwei points out not all Rel-10 UE's will be CA capable.

-
Most likely no CA during connection establishment (no capability info)

-
Question: can we configure multiple CC's during re-establishment procedure ? If not, how does the delta configuration work during re-establishment procedure and subsequent reconfiguration ?

Proposal 2

-
Motorola wonders if there is any specific problem with option 1  ?  ALU assumed option 3 was more logical.

-
Motorola would like to think a bit more about it.

=>
Noted

R2-102209:
Discussion on Carrier Activation Time
MediaTek
Disc
not treated
7.1.1.7
Scheduling

UL/DL scheduling related aspects like UL prioritisation, BSR reporting, PHR reporting,…

DIfferent QOS on different CC's ?

R2-102405:
Logical Channel Prioritization Procedures for Carrier Aggregation
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
ALU wonders if the aggregated grant is treated as one MAC PDU ? No, one MAC PDU per CC.

-
NSN wonders if joint processing of grants will be impact by scenario 4/5 if the different DL's have different timings ? QC agrees this should be studied

-
RIM is wondering about scenario 3 where not all CC's have the same coverage.

Proposal 2:

-
NSN wonders if this only applies when there is power limitation, or the UE always can determine how to aggregate the grant ? QC thinks the UE should always be allowed to do this.

-
ALU wonders if there is any discussion of this SPS position/handling in RAN1 ? QC thinks not yet.

-
Huawei assumes that RAN1 is discussing now what the UE should do in case of power limitation.

-
CATT wonders if the PCC and SCC's are handle in the same way ? QC thinks this can be left to implementation.

-
Panasonic assumes each different CC could have a different HARQ operating point, so Panasonic does not think this can be left to UE implementation.

R2-102178:
Discussion on logical channel priorization
ZTE
Disc
-
Panasonic wonders whether this is controled by eNB ? ZTE proposes that the eNB would help the UE for distributing the LCH over UL CC's.

-
Ericsson wonders if the intention is that by sending the SNR to the UE, the UE can workout the likely QOS of the UL transmission. Given the low margins as shown in figure 3, this seems almost impossible for the UE to estimate ? ZTE would like to further discuss what factor (MCS level, grant size, SNR) can be used to help the CC selection for UL LCH.

All CC's are treated equal by LCP ? Or are there other rules e.g. in power limited ?

Do we assume different QOS (i.e. delay/loss) on different CC's ?

-
Chairman indicates that important principle in LTE Rel89 is that all UL TB's are assumed to experience the same QOS. Is this principle maintained in Rel-10 ?

-
Huawei has not identified any need for per CC QOS. 

-
DT thinks given that we have only intra-band in Rel-10 this does not seem such an issue.

-
Ericsson sees no need for different QOS on different CC's. Ericsson thinks the BLER below HARQ is just to maximise the throughput after HARQ. The HARQ BLER has not meaning for QOS

-
NSN does also no need for per CC QOS. QC also agrees.

-
Panasonic wonders if HARQ operating point could be different amongst different CC's. Ericsson assumes the network will try to have roughly the same HARQ operating point and thus delay on all CC's. Samsung also assumes this (that is why we have per CC power control).  NSN also confirms this; they will roughly have the same performance (comparable to today for different HARQ processes).  

Chairman wonder what happens in power limited case ?

-
Samsung assumes power limitation is rare case so we do not need to specify much behaviour for this.

-
Ericsson thinks for power limited case the eNB should try to ensure all CC's have the same QOS.

	Agreement:

1) CC's are "just" additional resources.  UL scheduling will assume we do not have different QOS (delay/loss) on different CC's.

2) RAN2 assumption is that also in the power limited case, all UL CC's will roughly have the same UL QOS.


LCP
R2-102145:
Logical Channel Prioritization for Aggregated Carriers
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
LG indicates nobody is supporting the first option.

-
NSN thinks that when we added the bucket mechanism, we agreed to allow negative bucket count and fill to the end of the TB. NSN wonders if the main saving is not from treating the grants as a whole, but the re-ordering aspect that bring a gain ? LG thinks the option 3 generates the least number of segments, so we gain in overhead.

-
IDT thinks that in step2 there is no limit to how negative you can go (it is only limited by the amount of data available or the size of the grant). IDT wonders why that alternative was not considered. It might mean that the PBR of lower priority channels cannot be obtained in this TTI, but it would be obtained in a later TTI.

-
ALU wonders if option2 works if the first grant is e.g. a low size SPS grant ?

-
LG thinks in general option2 and option3 will have different output (different header overhead due to more segments).

R2-101989:
Logical Channel Prioritization for Carrier Aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Ericsson thinks the LCP can be performed per grant (i.e. steps1,2,3 per grant), and then afterwards do MAC multiplexing and fill the TB's.

R2-102088:
Logical Channel Prioritization Procedure for Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

R2-102308:
Uplink scheduling with carrier aggregation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
R2-102109:
Scheduling mechanism for carrier aggregation
MediaTek Inc.
Disc

R2-102343:
Discussion on Logical Channel Prioritization for Carrier Aggregation
HT mMobile Inc. Disc

R2-102367:
CA impact on logical channel prioritisation
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102455:
Discussion on logical channel prioritization for REL-10
Samsung
Disc

R2-102019:
Logical Channel Multiplexing
Huawei
Disc
All 7 Tdocs not treated.
Leave to UE implementation or mandate behaviour?

Discussion

-
IDT thinks that if a UE would allow to go negative only by the amount of data available, that would really result in the lowest amount of data.

-
NSN thinks that if we just have the processing of the grants individually, still the efficiency is probably quite similar than for more intelligent solutions. However these more intelligent solutions will be quite more complex to implement. NSN points out that already in Rel89 we have deliberately put "should" in the specification for certain of these aspects.

-
LG thinks their option3 should be simpler for the UE because the LCP is only performed once.

-
Samsung comparing LG option 2 and option 3, option3 is probably simpler to implement. Panasonic agrees.

-
CATT thinks the SPS grant and dynamic grants should be treated separately. Chairman thinks in Rel89 we always follow the steps123 regardless of whether it is an SPS grant or a dynamic grant.

-
Panasonic thinks going completely negative "as much as possible" was not the intended behaviour. QC has the same understanding.

-
NSN thinks in the context of CC (10's of MB) the different between the different approaches seems very small and we could probably leave it to UE implementation. What is important is the BSR. QC agrees that it is not so important.

-
Samsung also assumes that from performance point of view there is no so much difference.

-
Chairman thinks we could have a note saying that in CA scenarios it is up to UE implementation whether to accumulate the grants and run steps1,2,3 once, or apply steps 1,2,3  per grant. Samsung agrees with such a note. QC agrees. Ericsson would be fine with this type of note.Nokia is fine.

-
ZTE thinks we should mandate one approach in the spec. Motorola thinks it will depend on the UE implementation which implementation is easiest.

-
RIM wonders if we should put specific LCH's on specific CC's ?

-
Huawei would prefer to mandate accumulation of the grants. This will lower segmentation and lower PDCP segmentation.

-
Panasonic thinks we should not add a new degree of freedom.

-
Ericsson is not concerned about CC mapping: we should have the same QOS on all CC's and thus the selection can be left to the UE. NSN agrees. NSN assumes UE vendors should be happy to have this freedom.

-
IDT agrees that in general the difference is small and it will occur infrequently (only when there is multiple LC's available in one TTI)

-
LG would like to have more guidance for UE implementation.

-
Ericsson thinks the overhead issue is not an issue at all. We should only have CA when we have large TB's and then this small additional overhead in infrequent cases does not matter

-
13 companies fine with proposed agreement, 5 would like to think more.

	Agreement: 

1) Will go for a note in 36.321 indicating that is up to UE implementation whether to accumulate the grants and run steps1,2,3 once, or apply steps 1,2,3  per grant.

2) CC ordering is left up to UE implementation

Can revisit if serious problems are shown.


SPS

R2-101987:
Semi-Persistent Scheduling in Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc
Section 2 only

-
Mediatek wonders if the main intention is to limit standardisation complexity i.e. is there any implementation complexity difference ?

-
NSN thinks the 2 main reasons are that it is not very usefull, and it will require special handling to cope with the 5 issues.

R2-102457:
PCC and SPS
Samsung
Disc
-
NSN thinks since the PCC can be UE specific, is this analysis really correct ? Samsung assumes there will be some limitations in allocation PCC.

R2-102087:
Details of SPS operation for carrier aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

R2-102369:
Discussion on SPS for CA
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102065:
Consideration on SPS in CA
CATT
Disc

R2-102162:
Clarification on CA and SPS
Fujitsu
Disc
All 4 Tdocs not treated.
Discussion

-
LG thinks if we expect that typical UE's in the coming years will only support 1 UL carrier, allowing SPS in SCC will not help ? Samsung agrees but is still worried if we would take this type of decision.

-
Mediatek thinks that given that the PCC is not the best cell, it might be beneficial to allow SPS on an SCC.

-
Panasonic assumes that the PCC is always a good cell even though maybe not the best. Panasonic thinks we introduce new error cases  if we would have SPS on the SCC. Panasonic thinks we also increase the BDO. Samsung assumes this depends on how it is specified (might not have to decode SPS-RNTI on all SCC's, but maybe only 1 CC).

-
ITRI wonder if it is true that the SPS resource is smaller than AN feedback. Samsung indicates that as indicated when presenting the document, it is clear that the HARQ AN overhead indicated here (based on Rel-8 procedures) is too big and needs to be enhanced by RAN1.

-
CATT thinks from power point of view it is also better to have the SPS on the PCC; otherwise the UE might often only have PUCCH on PCC and the SPS on SCC.

-
Samsung is not proposing to have SPS only in SCC, but thinks the flexibility might be important.

-
ZTE thinks if there are many SPS users, we can distribute dynamic allocation on SCC's. ZTE also sees additional signalling overhead if we have SPS on SCC, for reconfigurations.

-
Vdf assumes that support on PCC is sufficient.

-
Ericsson is fine with SPS on PCC only, and agrees with CATT comment.

-
Panasonic wonders whether with the agreement if SPS-RNTI will only be used on DL-PCC ? Samsung assumes this would be good in order to limit BDO. LG thinks it would be good to limit.

	Agreement

1) In Rel-10 we will have SPS only on DL PCC and UL PCC


=>
Sent small LS to RAN1 to inform them about this decision, and whether this can then result in SPS-RNTI reception only on DL PCC in R2-102649
PHR
R2-102005:
Power Headroom Reporting for Carrier Aggregation
Potevio
Disc
-
IDT wonders why proposal3 says the PHR only needs to be transmitted when  there is a transmission on that CC, and proposal 5 says it can be transmitted on any CC. This seems contradictive ?

R2-102165:
PHR for Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
-
Motorola wonders how proposal 1 and 4 match ? NSN indicates that proposal 1 says where to report, and proposal says for what CC.

-
Chairman wonders if there is no problem with proposal13 if not always both CC's receive a grant ? NSN assumes typically there would be a grant on both UL CC's, and if not then for the carrier that does not receive a grant there will be a delay of one prohibit timer. Ericsson shares the chairman's concern.

Proposal 2:

- 
Huawei wonders if there is an analysis of the gain ? NSN explains that the padding PHR would use a separate LCH-id to know that it is not a triggered PHR.

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung wonders what the intention is ? Is it to simplify UE behaviour ? Nokia assumes that if we focus on intra-band in Rel-10, the PHR's would typically be triggered at very similar times.

-
Samsung wonders if we would have inter-band aggregation, will we need a new solution then with per CC timers ? NSN thinks per UE timers might still work then.

Proposal 4:

-
Motorola wonders how the eNB would know for which CC's it would not be interested in a PHR ? Is the assumption that the eNB is aware of the UE RF implementation ? NSN assumes that e.g. when you have 2 adjacent CC's, the PHR on one CC could provide sufficient information for the other. Motorola assumes that even in case of 2 adjacent CC's, there might be different max transit power in both CC's, and then it would be required to transmit the PHR for both. Mediatek has the same understanding, also the UE has more than 1 PA. 

-
Samsung thinks it is quite logical to leave this to network implementation.
noted
R2-102456:
On PHR of REL-10
Samsung
Disc
not treated
PHR only on concerning UL CC or on any UL CC ?

Per UE timers or per CC timers ?

...

Discussion: Where can PHR be sent ?

-
Huawei thinks it seems simpler to allow a PHR to be sent in any CC. Mediatek agrees with Huawei. NSN indicates that in Rel-8 the PHR is only sent when there is a grant. If we limit the PHR in CA to the concerning CC, we would get similar behaviour. 

-
NTT DCM agrees that from specification point of view it seems simpler to not restrict. It might depend on whether the scheduler works per CC.

-
Samsung thinks both approaches are feasible and complexity difference is probably marginal. Samsung sees new complexity if we allow PHR in any CC: PHR indicates the difference between max power and estimated current power of current transmission. Then it seems a bit strange to send it on another CC. 

-
NSN thinks if we have only in one CC, we do not have to change how we report the PHR (e.g. not different LCID). Otherwise the question becomes when the LCID is changed ? E.g. for reporting the related CC you use the Rel-8 LCID, and otherwise another LCID ?

-
Huawei thinks we could always sent one report for all UL CC's with a new LCID in CA. 

-
CATT prefers to send the PHR only on the corresponding PHR.

Discussion: proposal 4 from NSN paper

-
NTT DCM thinks we should be able to configure the need for PHR reporting per UL CC. Samsung agrees. Ericsson thinks this is not needed: Ericsson assumes you want UL PHR for any UL CC that is transmitting. Panasonic would like to think more about this.

-
Samsung sees very little complexity difference

Discussion: PHR timers running per CC or only 1 per UE

-
Samsung assumes most logical is to have them per CC. Motorola is inclined to agree with Samsung.

	Open issues on PHR reporting:

1) Is there a need to allow the network to configure the need for PHR per UL CC ?
2) PHR sent only on the concerning UL CC, or can also be sent on other UL CC ?

3) One set of PHR timers per UE, or different timers per UL CC


Other

R2-102368:
L2 segmentation in Carrier Aggregation
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
not treated as already covered
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102007
Consideration on BSR for Carrier Aggregation
Potevio
Disc

R2-102090
Trigger for UE Power Limitation and PHR reporting
Panasonic
Disc 
R2-102472
Buffer Status Reporting in LTE-A
Motorola
Disc
All 3 Tdocs withdrawn
7.1.1.8
Other MAC impacts

E.g. aspects related to RACH like RACH selection, RACH handling at handover ….

RACH selection: General

R2-101990:
Random access resource selection for carrier aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
LG wonders if this case is only considering RACH access after TA timer expiry ? LG is ok to restrict to UL PCC if main case to consider is TA expiry (i.e. D-SR is typically always configured). So is this the main case to consider ? Ericsson confirms.

-
IDT wonders PUCCH resources for AN on PUCCH are still configured/usable when TA timer has expired ? Ericsson assumes this would depend on RAN1 decisions. Ericsson roughly assumes that as long as multiple CC are configured the PUCCH resources would be there.

-
Huawei wonders if it is a good approach to force the UE to use UL PCC after long TA timer expiry ? Ericsson wonders why not ? Huawei thinks another CC could have become better. NSN assumes the UE would be stationary if we allow the TA timer to expire. Otherwise we get measurement reports.

-
CATT wonders for positioning, contention free access on UL SCC might be useful. Has this been considered ?  CATT wonders if Ericsson also proposes to limit the PDCCH order to UL PCC only ? Ericsson sees no need for a capacity enhancement for PDCCH orders. So PDCCH order and positioning related RACH access would also be limited to UL PCC.

-
Mediatek wonders what would happen if we would introduce multiple TA later ?  Ericsson assumes maybe a PDCCH order could be used in that case indicating a specific CC. In that case also the HARQ problem would not occur

R2-102261:
Random Access in CA
Samsung
Disc
-
ZTE indicates that the 4 issues all relate to rebuilding of Msg3. So is this considered to bring significant complexity ? Samsung thinks this is additional complexity compared to Rel89

Discussion:

-
NSN thinks it would be sufficient to only be able to do RACH on UL PCC for Rel-10. 

-
Panasonic thinks for contention based it is sufficient for UL PCC. Panasonic is not sure for non-contention based e.g. DL data

-
Motorola thinks UL PCC only is sufficient

-
NTT DCM sees benefits of having RACH access on UL SCC for PDCCH order (enables eNB to check UL quality). For other cases NTT DCM thinks it can be restricted.

-
DT thinks it is sufficient to have only UL PCC.

-
LG is ok to limit to UL PCC only in Rel-10

-
CATT would prefer for contention free access PDCCH order, it should be possible to have RACH access on other UL SCC. Huawei agrees with this view.

-
NSN wonders what we would do in case of failure ? We do nothing extra, just loose the data ? Maybe then it is not so complex. NTT DCM intends no other actions: eNB is responsible for any further action.

-
Motorola assumes PDCCH order is only sent when the UE has been inactive for some time. Then  the UE would typically only be monitoring the DL PCC ? Panasonic points out that we have common DRX.

-
Chairman wonders if PDCCH order could lead to implicit DL CC activations ? NTT DCM assumes no implicit activation.

-
Chairman wonders if UE would have to do CC selection or would the eNB always have selected the CC ? NTT DCM assumes CC is always decided by eNB.

-
Ericsson wonders about the UL RLF issues (i.e. RACH on SCC succeeds but UL PCC/PUCCH is not ok). Maybe that is not such a problem if we allow UL SCC PRACH only if the UE is already time aligned. Still somewhat tricky. So in general the problem is that a succesfull UL SCC RACH does not imply anything for the UL PCC.

-
IDT assumes this is quite a rare case. Anyway we still have RLF detection on DL PCC.

-
NTT DCM is not sure if SRS monitoring is sufficient for UL quality monitoring at the eNB.

-
RIM wonders if the channel conditions would really be that different for different UL's in Rel-10 if we focus on intra-band.

-
NTT DCM wonders what the difference is between the case the time is running or not ? Ericsson thinks the TA timer is running indicate that the UL has been used recently.

-
Huawei wonders why we discuss disallowing it.

-
ALU wonders what the situation is for D-SR failure.


-
CATT prefers to limit the RACH to DL active CC's.

-
Samsung points out that anyway there is different UE action depending on failure in UL-PCC (re-establishment) or UL-SCC (just discard data)

-
QC wonders if succesfull RACH on UL-SCC would require any UE action ? E.g. is the TA timer restarted ? NSN assumes all normal actions shoudl be taken, i.e. restart of TA timer.

-
CATT thinks RACH failure on UL_SCC should also trigger re-establishment ? IDT thinks that before re-establishment trigger, the UE should first try the UL -PCC. NSN thinks the eNB would detect that the UL SCC RACH failed, so no UE action is needed.

-
Huawei thinks re-establishment should be triggered in case of UL-SCC RACH failure.

	Agreements: 

1) Handover will only use RACH on UL PCC (i.e. RACH resources indicated in DL PCC)

2) UL data arrival will only use RACH on UL PCC (i.e. RACH resources indicated in DL PCC)

3) D-SR failure case will only use RACH on UL PCC (i.e. RACH resources indicated in DL PCC)

4) FFS whether UL RACH in response to PDCCH order is limited to UL PCC or can be on UL SCC

- anyway in this case no UE CC selection would be involved

- if we have it, it could only be used for UL CC's where the DL CC is already active


RACH selection: Handover

R2-102496:
RACH at handover during CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
not treated
RACH always only on target UL-PCC ?

RACH selection: DL/UL data resuming

R2-102492:
RACH on UL SCC, RACH failure and re-establishment
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
=>
Revised in R2-102512
R2-102512:
RACH for data resuming during CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

R2-102309:
Remaining issues relating to RACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-102163:
On RACH selection freedom
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-102150:
Selection of RA carrier
Huawei
Disc

R2-102248:
RACH CC selection
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102224:
PRACH resource selection for carrier aggregation
ASUSTeK
Disc

R2-102310:
Further considerations for RACH
Samsung
Disc

R2-102066:
Consideration on RACH in CA
CATT
Disc
All 8 Tdocs not treated.
Assymetic configurations

R2-102307:
RACH ambiguity in n DL and 1 UL
Samsung
Disc
-
Huawei wonders in general whether we have to consider assymetrical configurations given the RAN4 prioritisation ?

-
CMCC thinks from RAN4 point of view only symmetric configurations are considered. So maybe there is no need to consider the case of more DL's than UL. However the UE might support more DL's than UL's and that needs to be considered. Given the UL RACH agreements, this issue is not so serious.

-
DT assumes it shall be possible to support multiple DL's and single UL.

-
Huawei assumes that deployments will always be symmetrical. So the SIB2's will always indiacte different UL CC's.

-
DT thinks it should be possible to have more DL's and 1 UL on eNB level. E.g. an operator might not want to use the second UL.

-
Ericsson assumes that eventhough RAN has prioritised some scenarios, it does not mean that we can limit all our work to exactly these scenarios, since we have release independant introduction of bands. At least a UE level it should be clear that it is possible to have more DL than UL.

-
Chairman thinks first question is if we have a case where both DL PCC and a DL SCC would refer to RACH resources on UL PCC in SIB2 ? Ericsson assumes so.

After offline discussion:

-
Offline agreement was that the UE will only use RACH resources from its own DL PCC.

	Agreements:

t 
1) On the UL PCC, the random access procedure is performed on UL and DL PCC according to the configuration received in SIB2 on the DL PCC, i.e only RACH resources indicated in SIB2 on the DL PCC are used.

All other aspects are left to network implementation.

Note: IDLE mode UE's follow Rel-8 procedures.


R2-102151:
Random Access with asymmetric carrier aggregation
Huawei
Disc
not treated
Other

R2-102046:
Clarification on Carrier Aggregation and TTI Bundling
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Samsung tends to agree to the proposal. QC agrees

-
LG is not sure whether there is really a needed: it would be nicer to remove UL bundling. The UL robustness could be achieved by sending the same PDU on multiple UL CC's. Ericsson thinks we do not want to use multiple UL because it would distribute the power over more TB's, but we should instead concentrate the power on less TB's. HTm thinks transmitting on mutliple UL's will not be possilbe for CA UE's which only support 1 UL.

-
Nokia wonders what the impact to the specification would be if we would agree to the Ericsson proposal ? Ericsson assumes no specification impact.

-
NSN thinks we completely disallowed the combination of TTI bundling and CA, and they see no real justification of changing this agreement.

-
CATT assumes UL bundling is configured when the radio link quality is not good. Then also DL radio link quality will not be good. So then there is no reason for DL CA. Ericsson thinks that even in low quality, the throughput if the eNB can send with twice as much power (2 carriers) to the same UE.

-
Samsung sees no real additional complexity. On the otherhand Samsung also agrees there are probably no strong use cases.

-
NTT DCM supports the proposal.

-
Nokia agrees that additional RAN2 complexity might be low, but there is e.g also testing complexity.

-
11 companies support the Ericsson proposal, 3 would like to keep current status.

-
NSN would like to understand the impact on PUCCH. Nokia thinks we would use UL bundling when we have coverage problem and we would use much power for PUSCH. Then if we use DL CA, we would use more power for UL AN.  Samsung thinks it is still eNB decision when to schedule multiple DL's. Panasonic agrees that this can be handled by the eNB. Nokia clarifies that the PUCCH resources might not follow the activation, but anyway will not follow the scheduling. So even if the UE is not scheduled on a second DL CC, still there would be some power wasted.  Ericsson assumes if the UE is only scheduled in the DL PCC, UL AN according to Rel-8 is used. Ericsson sees no reason why RAN2 should exclude it.

-
LG wonders what happens if the TTI bundling is used and a second UL CC is added ? Is the bundling autonomously disabled by the UE ?

-
Nokia thinks that since RAN1 is still discussing this we shoudl not take a decision

=>
Noted; can leave it some more time. Should make clear that no significant UL power is lost due to only have multiple DL CCs configured.

R2-102211:
Discussion on CA Capability Negotiation
MediaTek
Disc

Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102497
RACH at handover during CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
=> Withdrawn
R2-102502
RACH at handover with CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
=> Withdrawn
7.1.1.9
System Information handling

In RAN2#69 we decided that the UE can be informed about system information changes on SCC’s with dedicated signalling. Do we need to enhance this further, e.g. broadcast solutions, usage of delta signalling with the dedicated signalling ? In RAN2#68 we agreed that at CC addition, the UE is informed with dedicated signalling about the relevant “urgent” SI information. Given the decision at RAN2#69, should we change this to “UE is informed about all relevant SI information” with dedicated signalling at CC addition ?

SCC SI change with dedicated signalling

R2-102400:
System information change and modification periods
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
-
Ericsson thinks proposal 1 is proposing a kind of activation time colliding with the modification period boundary. From UMTS we have seen that working with activation times is not so easy. So can we not apply normal RRC procedure handling with immediate activation and sent the modification around the modification period boundary.

-
QC thinks in principle already in Rel-8 we have an activation time if you think about SI handling. Ericsosn thinks the important aspect is that we do not have activation times for dedicated messages.

-
QC is worried about state mismatch between UE and network. Ericsson points out that this is also the time in Rel-8 because the UE continues to assume the old configuration untill it has succesfully read the new configuration. So no change from Rel-8 point of view. Ericsson would really prefer not  to have an activation time.

-
QC assume that the magnitude of time and UE's, the problem might be bigger in Rel-10. QC agrees that if this is not a big concern, the baseline proposal with immediate activation could work.

-
ZTE wonders if the SI can always be sent with dedicated signalling before the boundary ? QC thinks the network in their proposal should not sent it around the modificatoin period, but somewhere in the middle.

-
ZTE wonders in the QC solution, what happens if the dedicated signalling is not received before the modification period boundary ? 

-
IDT thinks even if there is a state mismatch, the network coudl handle this with deactivation. Chairman agrees; network could even just not schedule the UE on that CC untill the UE is provided with update SI information.

-
Nokia in general wonders what parameters from an SCC would really change ? Nokia thinks deactivation is anyway a simple soluton.

-
Panasonic thinks there is difference between waiting for reading the SI, and waiting for applying configuration. So Panasonic would not like to work with an activation time.

=>
We will have no specific mechanisms for when update SI is taken into account; i.e. UE applies new configuration asap.
SCC SI change with broadcast solution
R2-102094:
System Information Modification in Carrier Aggregation by Paging
Panasonic, NTT DoCoMo, Inc., LG Electronics Inc., Alcatel Lucent
Disc
noted
R2-102198:
Analysis on system information delivery by dedicated signalling
Samsung
Disc
-
Panasonic wonders if 50% of PDCCH resources used is realistic. This could have impact to real-time service UE's. Samsung just wants to show that short times are possilbe. Even if we go to 10% of PDCCH's, time is still relatively short.

-
NTT DCM wonders how the number of PDCCH's is determined ? E.g. 18 for 5Mhz seems to assume 3 OFDM symbols and 4 CCE aggregation (NTT DCM assumes typically on average more CCE's would be used). NTT DCM assumes only something like 5 PDCCH's per TTI would be available.
noted
R2-102179:
Enhancement of SI updating for CA
ZTE
Disc

R2-102203:
Optimization of System Information handling in Carrier Aggregation
Sony Corporation
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
Different options: ???
1) SI change notification with paging on all PCC's: UE read SCC SI directly

2) SI change notification with dedicated signalling: UE read SCC SI directly

3) No broadcast solution for SCC SI change?

Discussion:

-
Nokia thinks we are not in a hurry to update all UE's. We can deactivate the concerning CC or just not schedule the UE on that CC.

-
NTT DCM thinks you never know when UL data will arrive. 

-
Motorola assumes that when you have an SI change and the PDCCH capacity would be a problem, you can temporarily use 3 OFDM symbols. NTT DCM thinks even with the 3 OFDM symbols you are quite limited.

-
LG wonders if even for a deactivated CC, the UE should not be aware of the update SI ?

-
NSN wonders how frequent changes we are discussing ? If it is once a day ?

-
Panasonic assumes something like once per hour. NTT DCM thinks how often it is changed is not so essential, the main question is what is the impact to user experience when it happens.

-
DT sees no need for enhancements and thinks change to SI will really be quite rare.

-
Huawei would like to avoid doing dedicated signalling for things that can be handled with broadcast signalling.

-
Motorola thinks there is no real PDCCH problem. This is SI change for SCC's.

-
Ericsson sees no issue: we are talking about a reduction of data for a fraction of a second, there is no real issue. 

-
NTT DCM thinks the delay indicated in the Samsung paper is not realistic. NTT DCM is worried about the eNB processing.

-
ZTE thinks for Rel-8 we assume an update of something like once per hour. If the UE is configured with 2 SCC it will double the amount of changes.

-
Ericsson points out that the Panasonic paper does not point out the eNB processing issue. So what is the main gain with a broadcast solution.

-
Samsung thinks the radioresouceConfigCommon is the main information for the UE. Since the PCC has become more and more important for the UE in this meeting, much of the SIB2 information is no longer relevant for a CA UE. That should lower the frequency with which we update the UE about changed SI.

-
RIM thinks PDCCH limitations become more important due to MU-MIMO.

-
Chairman wonder if we do the paging approach, where do we sent the PDCCH for the SI ? Huawei assumes it would only be on the concenring CC. HetNet situations could be handled with dedicated signalling again.

-
CATT is concern with PDCCH overhead.

-
Nokia wonders if there is much relevant w.r.t. SCC SI since e.g. RACH is no longer relevant.

-
Ericsson agrees with Nokia. E.g. typically so far we were mainly concerned about RACH configuration, but that is no longer an issue. So there is even less information the UE needs to acquire.

-
CMCC shares the view with Huawei. In HetNet dedicated signalling can be used, in other cases broadcast signalling can be used.

-
Panasonic points out we still have an FFS for RACH on SCC. Ericsson thinks the UE will never make update with wrong parameters because the network would decide when the PDCCH order is sent. NTT DCM thinks the RRC part might not know.

-
Huawei wonders about PDSCH,PUSCH, SRS configuration. 

-
Huawei wonders with todays approach of dedicated signalling, will we have to remove a CC and add a CC in case of SI update ?

-
NTT DCM wonders if we would end up with a new message ? Ericsson thinks this are stage-3 discussions (e.g. new IE in reconfguratino message, CC removal/addition,....) This should not be relevant for this discussion.

-
Samsung does not see a need for synchronous procedure or new messages. Ericsson agrees, but still we need to discuss this as part of stage-3.  NSN thinks the argument that we have not decided on the details of one solution should not be used to invite another solution.

-
NTT DCM wonders whether we can agree what the change would be for the paging approach ? It is only adding a few bits in the paging message ? NSN wonders what paging message ? NTT DCM assumes the paging on DL PCC. Then NSN does not see how this works with IDLE mode UE's.

Two approaches: who thinks:

a) additional approach based on paging should be supported in Rel-10 ? [20]

b) current approach based on dedicated signalling is sufficient ? [9]

-
NSN wonders what kind of mapping between indicator in paging and SCC's would be used in the paging message ? 

-
Ericsson wonders if a) only means additions to paging on PCC, and then the UE will read the SI itself on the SCC (both PDCCH and PDSCH) ? Does this solution also include the autonomous checking of the value tag in the SCC ? Panasonic thinks it is not necessary to exclude this, but it would be good implementation to rely paging.

Continuation after the break:

-
Huawei indicates that offline the concern was raised on how to treat the UE that is out of coverage of the SCC and receives paging: should such a CC always be removed or can it be kept of the UE and the UE remembers that he has to read the SI.

After offline discussion:

-
Two UE vendors have concerns on introducing an additional mechanism. If we introduce an additional mechanism they would also not like specific mechanisms, and e.g. not like exclude checking the value tag. Still a large majority seem in favour of introducing a paging based solution.

-
Ericsson is ok to rediscuss this next meeting. Ericsson would prefer not to have 2 mechanisms for the same problem.

-
Nokia thinks it is an overkill to have 2 mechanisms. Nokia would prefer to defer to next meeting. Huawei thinks it was on the table already for some time.

-
Chairman wonders what the UE behaviour is when he cannot obtain the SI from the indicated cell ? NTT DCM assumes the UE should continuously try untill he succeeds or the cell is removed from the reconfiguration. ALU thinks this is a corner case. ALU indicates we still have the CQI/RRM. QC thinks this needs some consideration. E.g. from IDLE adding a cell immediately on an SCC, the network cannot guarantee that that is the best cell on that SCC.

-
NSN would prefer not to have 2 mechanisms. So maybe we would have to use 2 mechanisms in parallel in many cases. NSN would like a bit more time. 

-
Samsung also has some concerns on having  2 mechanisms. 

-
Panasonic wonders if we really have 2 mechanisms; current agreed mechanism is almost the same as handover command. Could we remove the dedicated mechanism ? Currently it seems we need at least to support the dedicated mechanism with quite good performance for RN's, and possibly "hetnet" cases.

-
Motorola thinks there is no problem for the PDCCH load, so Motorola is not aware of any real reason to introduce paging. In addition, Motorola is worried about Rel89 UE,s or Rel-10 UE's without CA, they would unnecessary wakeup. Huawei thinks they have to wake up anyway. Additional burden is reading the PDSCH. Panasonic thinks this is low overhead (e.g. we also agreed that paging grouping was needed with the same argument). NTT DCM thinks given the low frequency of occurence, this should not be an issue. Motorola wonders if this changes infrequent, why is there a problem with the PDCCH load. 

-
Main argument in favour of the paging solution seems to be eNB complexity, which seems to be a valid argument.

-
Nokia thinks we should try to avoid UE complexity; Nokia thinks we should be more worried about UE complexity. Motorola agrees; we are normally not so concerned about eNB complexity

-
QC assumes we can never remove the dedicated signalling approach because we need to support the case the SI cannot immediately be read by the UE. Ericsson assumes dedicated signalling cannot be removed and has to be there for RN's and HetNet. Motorola thinks anyway for CCaddition you almost have all functionality.

=>
Will have email discussion to discuss technical aspects of paging solution to see if there are new problems identified. Output should be overview of detected issues and proposed solutions.



- UE out of coverage



- Periodic value tag checking  (forbid or allow ?)

=>
Email discussion can also discuss whether there are problems with the dedicated solution

=>
EMAIL DISC [Huawei]
CC addition: 
All relevant information or only urgent information ?

R2-102199:
System information delivery by dedicated signalling
Samsung
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
QC wonders about the SFN: is it obvious that the DL PCC SFN can be used or is this something that would also need to be agreed ? Samsung confirms this is so far not discussed/agreed. Is indeed a valid question: e.g. if you configured UL SRS on an UL SCC, what SFN do you assume ?

-
Ericsson supports proposal 1. Also Nokia supports this since it is simple from UE point of view. IDT supports the proposal.CATT also supports the proposal.

-
Panasonic thinks this we coudl agree to this proposal, and still discuss the paging solution separately. QC has the same interpretation. So we could agree to this independantly.

-
Motorola is fine with the proposal

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic wonders if this proposal is also for CC addition case ? Samsung indicates the intention is for all cases.

-
ALU wonder if this will increase the handover command size ?

	Agreement:

1) If the eNB provides the SI with dedicated signalling there is no need for the UE to read SI on the SCC.

Note: this implies that e.g. at SCC addition, change of SCC SI, SCC handling at handover the eNB will provide all relevant SI information


R2-102172:
Dedicated signaling for CC addition and SI change
Huawei
Disc
Only proposal 1 and 4 are left

Proposal 1:

-
QC assumes that the amount of information needed for an SCC is much smaller than the amount of SI signalling for a PCC. Given that assumption, QC is not sure how much gain this will really bring. Huawei agrees that the size will be much smaller.

-
ALU wonders if that is not complex; e.g. in the need codes we have not taken that into account so far. ALU indicates that currently the need codes are for changes within a cell. Now the need codes would be used for change of cell.

-
Ericsson thinks today we already use delta signalling at handover between different cells.

-
Samsung indicates that today in SI change we have complete replacement. Samsung points out that today we have delta signalling for some parts and no for other.

-
Huawei thinks we can gain if the SI information is highly similar between PCC and SCC.

-
Chairman wonders if we should not first understand how much information we would provide for an SCC. Ericsson agrees. Maybe we could now say we do not exclude delta signalling.

-
Motorola also thinks it is a bit to early, and more stage-3 issue

=>
Noted; can think a bit more about this during stage-3.


Other: 
R2-102130:
Handling of PWS on Aggregated Component Carriers
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
not treated
7.1.1.10
Other

R2-102489:
Rel-10 UE categories
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
Looking at table A3, NTT DCM is proposing A9 plus one or two more new categories.

-
DT largely agrees with NTT DCM with possibly 3 new categories from table A3. DT thinks we should not artificially restrict the numbers, so if L1 can achieve 312 there is no reason to restrict to 300Mbps

-
Ericsson wonders what the status is in RAN1 and RAN4 ?

-
Ericsson wonders whether this discussion should not be linked to other activities in Rel-10 ? NTT DCM indicates that RAN4 is discussing different band combinations, and possibly MIMO support might depend on band support. Then it would not be possilbe to link MIMO to UE category. So RAN4 has agreed MIMO support is a separate capability. So we are heading in a direction where the UE category would only define total number of bits receivable

-
Ericsson does not really like to have independant features, because then the network has to support all the combinations. If we have separate capabilities, Ericsson assumes we have to restrict the allowed combinations.

-
Mediatek wonders whether for each category there is only 1 RF/baseband implementation ? NTT DCM thinks this would be nice to limit variations, but NTT DCM assumes it might not be possible given the variety of implementations. There are also different feature combinations to reach a certain rate (e.g. CA, or MIMO,..)

-
NTT DCM proposal is to add one high end category and for the rest a limited number categories that are realistic for first deployments.

-
Ericsson assumes RAN1 should progress this first, and then afterwards RAN2 discusses the signaling. So how/when do we progress in RAN2 ? NTT DCM thinks RAN2 cannot so much now, and we have to wait for RAN4 progress. 

-
Nokia thinks RAN4 has already started. Hopefully knowing practical bands used enables to limit UE variations.

=>
Noted; Agree that we will try to introduce only a limited set of categories and try to limit number of UE variations.

R2-102101:
Extended PDCP PDU formats
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
-
NTT DCM wonders about potential security concerns ? Are there no concerns about providing the complete COUNT on the radio ? NSN has not considered this as a potential problem: NSN assumes only for overhead reasons it is not completly transmitted all the time.

-
QC wonders if it would not be simpler to have a new control PDU containing the full COUNT. This would not use the reserved bit in every data PDU. NSN thought since anyway the bit is available, this approach would be most logical. NSN wonders if there would be problems with associating the COUNT in such a control PDU to the correct data PDU

-
Samsung wonders if this is a real problem (frequency of occurence). If this is a rare event, why are the solutions indicated as "simplest" not sufficient ?  NSN assumes this has not been dismissed as a non-issue. Given that RLC-AM is supposed to be lossless, just discarding PDU's does not seem a good solution. Samsung thinks lossless does not mean always lossless. So as long as this occurence is very low. Samsung assumes this is really a rare case and just having the UE move the window (i.e. only transmitting PDU's in the window) seems a sufficient solution. 

-
Ericsson assumes this also depends on RLC-AM configruation. Ericsson assumes if we have an RLC RTT of around 20ms, then you will receive your status report really quick and you can handle up to 1Gbps. With fast RLC status report, you should be able to guarantee that the PDCP window is never exceeded. So Ericsson assumes this is not really a problem.

-
LG wonders if the new PDU is visible to RRC ? LG wonders why we do not immediately just use the 2 reserved bits ? NSN wonders how this would work ? LG thinks from the first R-bit, the receiver can detect whether the other 2 R bits are used for the SN.

-
CATT thinks we should consider solutions since there might be a problem.  

-
LG agrees with Samsung/Ericsson, that there might not really be a problem and if there is a problem it will just result in some discarding. Also ALU thinks there should not be a real problem.

-
Samsung thinks also given the discussions we have for realistic UE capabilities in Rel-10 (probably only 2 or 3 DL's), there should not really be a problem.

=>
Probably no problem to solve for Rel-10.

R2-102380:
Carrier Aggregation and Handover
 Motorola
Disc
-
CATT thinks we have agreed already proposal 2.

-
CATT assumes source eNB does not need to be involved in the activation. CATT assume PCC is always active, and assumes for the SCC's the initial status can be deactivated. ALU indicates they proposed the same in their document

=>
Noted
R2-102330:
Idle Traffic Distribution for Carrier Aggregation
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
-
DT shares the aim of the document, and a broadcast solution could be discussed like e.g. an offset for a group of UE's.

-
NSN wonders what the impact of IDLE mode UE's on the load. ALU thinks the density has a direct impact on future load.

-
Also CA seems to have no impact on IDLE, so why would we have to change anything ?

-
NTT DCM assumes the priority mechanism we have today might be sufficient; introducing CA does not necessarily mean that the number of camping layers (typically coverage layers) would increase.

-
NTT DCM wonders how the network would identify the loading of the layers by IDLE mode UE's.

-
AT&T thinks it might be helpfull to think about this.

-
Vdf thinks since the UE population is not really changing and we have quite advanced mechanisms in Rel-8, Vdf sees no real need for a change.

-
General assumption seems to be that with CA, probably the number of camping carriers will not change so much. 

-
NSN thinks in principle most/everything is possible today. So we should only continue the discussion is serious problems are shown.

=>
Noted; can study a bit more
R2-102357:
MBMS in Carrier Aggregation
HTC
Disc
-
CMCC wonders whether the same MBMS service would be transmitted on different CC's ?  CMCC thinks this would not be effient. Orange shares the CMCC opinion. 

-
Orange assumes we do not have to specify anything.

-
DT agrees with CMCC and Orange, and thinks we should not discuss MBMS as long as we do not know what we do with MBMS in Rel-10.

-
QC thinks for MBMS we specify minimum UE reception requirements. E.g. we could specify that the UE should support MBMS reception on one CC and the rest is UE implementation.

-
Nokia assumes MBMS is independant from ptp transmissions. So then CA should not change anything.

-
If we keep this completely up to UE implementation, how does the eNB know that the UE is using one RF for MBMS reception ? CMCC thinks a Rel-10 WI could introduce a potential indication to the UE.

-
Ericsson indicates that when MC was introduce for UMTS, there was no impact on MBMS reception. LG thinks in UMTS, the network knows the UE capabilities w.r.t. MBMS.

=>
Like 9, MBMS reception is independent from PTP reception and UE capabilities w.r.t. receiving MBMS are up to UE implementation.

=>
We assume RAN2 has to take no action for Rel-10 MBMS unless there is a WI
R2-102376:
Correction on Stage 2 description of Carrier Aggregation
HTC
CR
36.300
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
-
NSN thinks 11.1 changes do not really help (more stage-3 details, and FFS introduction does not help).

-
NSN (rapporteur) thinks he anyway will need to update section 7.5 quite extensively due to the introduction of Pcell/Scell.

=>
Not agreed
7.1.2
Stage-3

BSR details

R2-102459:
On BSR for REL-10
Samsung
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
NSN thinks maybe "activation" could be an additional trigger. 

Proposal 2/3:

-
Ericsson thinks this is a bit too early.

Proposal 4:

-
NSN supports this proposal. Mediatek also support this.

-
Chairman wonders if different timing for other CC's, could it make this more difficult ? Samsung assume time difference would only be small.

-
CATT supports this proposal.

-
Panasonic did not in detail evaluate the timing difference in detail, so this agreement could maybe accepted, but we could revisit if certain deployments would have big timing differences.

-
NTT DCM assumes transmit timing differences between different CC's can exist and RAN4 will specify a kind of maximum difference. As long as the timing difference still allows normal processing, there should not be a problem.

-
Ericsson thinks the time difference is only a small fraction of the TTI.

-
Nokia would like to understand the time difference between the grants before making this decision.

-
Motorola thinks the principle should be that the time difference are limited so that they have no impact to MAC procedures. Huawei has the same understanding.

Proposal 5:

-
Samsung thinks the only logical way for Rel89 implementation is to decide the format of the BSR before LCP. Given that we have kept the LCP freedom to the UE, maybe we do not need to agree on something now.

-
QC would like to study this a bit more given the latest decisions.

-
Nokia wonders what the problem is if it is done in another order ? In the worst case you would include some zero byte status. NSN assumes saving a few bytes does not matter.

-
Ericsson thinks we should specify at least the information we want to receive.

Proposal 6

-
Huawei wonders if this would result in 1 or multiple BSR per TTI ? Samsung thinks there could be multiple, but is that a problem as long as they have consistent information ? Huawei would like to have max 1 BSR per TTI for simplicit/overhead point of view.

-
Ericsson is ok with having padding BSR more than once per TTI (one per TB). This could speed up the awareness in the eNB.

Proposal 7:

-
ZTE wonders if this depends on whether the UE perform LCP on one grant or on the aggregated grant ? 

-
LG wonders in what scenario we would have multiple BSR in one TTI ? Samsung thinks e.g. with 3 grants and normal BSR is triggered, normal BSR is included in first TB on CC1, and in the other 2 CC's there is sufficient room for padding BSR, so 2 padding BSR's are included.

Proposal 8:

-
Ericsson is fine with this proposal.

-
Panasonic wonders if this is true for any MAC CE ? E.g. PHR ? Samsung thinks this is totally different issue. Panasonic thinks it would be better to wait with this decision untill also PHR situation is clear. Samsung does not see the logic to link the two issues ? Panasonic thinks in Rel-8 both MAC CE's are highest priority. CATT thinks PHR is different.

Other

-
LG wonders if we could agree that multiple padding BSR's are allowed in the same TTI ? NSN thinks it does not bring any usefull information, so it might be better to e.g. include a "padding PHR". Can think more about this.

R2-102020:
Buffer Status Reporting
Huawei
Disc

R2-102164:
BSR for Carrier Aggregation
"
 Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation"
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
	Agreements:

1
REL-8 BSR triggers are assumed as baseline

4
The buffer size field is determined after all MAC PDUs have built for the TTI.

6
As like REL-8, only one (padding or normal) BSR is allowed per MAC PDU in REL-10.

Open issue:

- do we have restrictions in the number of normal/padding BSR's that can be sent in one TTI


Continuation for this WI:

- Will see stage-2 CR by email 2 weeks; final version in R2-102645 EMAIL DISC

- Email discussion on paging ?? 
7.2
Relays (RP-091434)
(LTE_Relay-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091434)
7.2.1
Stage-2

Proposals from rapporteur to reflect the current agreement status in 36.300 shall be submitted under this agenda item. 

=> Including outcome of email discussion [69#32] LTE: Relay stage-2 in 36.300 (Ericsson)

=> Email discussion outcome [69#32]: Relay status in 36.300
R2-102076:
Summary of email discussion [69#32] LTE: Relay stage-2 in 36.300 Ericsson Report REL-10 LTE_Relay-Core
RN name:

-
Panasonic indicates that RAN1 in 36.814 talks about type1, 1a, 1b and type 2. RAN1 is talking about RN since long time. Ericsson indicates that they think it could be reconsidered since so far it has not been used in stage-3 specifications yet. 

-
Type-2 is completely out of scope of this WI.

-
Question seems to be whether we use "RN" or "relay eNB". QC would prefer to have "eNB" in there so that the UE continue to talks to an "eNB". Vdf would prefer to stick to RN. Vdf thinks an RN might not have the full eNB functionality.

-
DT thinks we should consider Donor-cell in addition.

-
LG assumes there is no functional difference between RN and relay eNB. We have used RN now for long time and there is no real reason to change

-
QC assumes ReNB would be clearer for people outside RAN2. Ericsson was thinking the same: all eNB functionality applies automatically to the ReNB. III thinks as soon as you change name, you have to define the functionality separately. So either the RN or the ReNB inherits the eNB functionality. 

-
"ReNB" or "RN" ?

-
 Vdf thinks if we call it ReNB, we miss the UE role. DT agrees with Vdf. Samsung thinks old name is fine.

=>
Keep the name "RN"

Un interface:

-
LG points out that currently the CR indicates the interface between RN and DeNB is S1/X2, but we should use "Un".

-
LG thinks that especially in all the figures, "Un interface" should be used. The Un interface transport the S1/X2 protocols.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be sufficient to introduce "Un" only in figure 4.x.5-1.

-
NSN has some sympathy for the LG view: we in RAN2 can change the Un interface, not the S1/X2 interface. NSN thinks e.g. 4.x.2.-1 should show the "Un interface".

=>
Can discuss offline in which figures Un should be shown. At least it should be shown in 4.x.2-1 and maybe some other figures.

Other

-
CMCC is missing a description of how the EPC informs the DeNB about the fact that the RN is an RN. NSN thinks the current sentence is reflecting what we agreed. DT is assuming that the check is based on HLR/IMSI, and then the EPC informs the DeNB. We have not really agreed how the MME informs the DeNB but DT thinks it could e.g. be via the SPID. Can keep it like it is.

-
LG thinks that the bullets in 4.x.5 describe DeNB functoinality, not RN functionalty.  So LG agrees with NSN that it would be nice to have a section on DeNB functionality. 

-
Panasonic thinks that the structure is more RAN3 like interface oriented.

-
Eriscson points out that the eNB list does also not list all eNB functionality.

=>
Can discuss offline if the DeNB functionality should be captured differently.

=>
CMCC thinks the change to 10.1.2.1.2 seems to make forwarding support mandatory, but this is always optional. Should soften the wording.

R2-102002:
Stage-2 description of relaying into 36.300
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
B REL-10 LTE_Relay-Core
-
Based on comment made on the email discussion report, we will see an update

=>
Update can be provided in R2-102650

R2-102650:
Stage-2 description of relaying into 36.300
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
B REL-10 LTE_Relay-Core
-
DT thinks the note in 10.1 could be placed in a more appropriate section.

=>
Noted in 10.1 should be update to indicate that inter-cell handovers are not supported for RN's.

=>
Updated note from 10.1 should be moved to 4.x.1

=>
Section 10.1.6, ALU woudl like to update to: "Also for the case of radio link failure between an RN and its DeNB, there is a recovery procedure."

=>
One week email discussion. Final version can be provided in R2-102659 EMAIL DISC
7.2.1.1
Startup of the RN

How is the RN handled at startup e.g. w.r.t. subframe configuration ? What is the functional split between RN and DeNB in this process and what is the signalling sequence ? Is the sequence different for different RN types (outband, inband no rscr part, inband with rscr part) ?

=> Including outcome of email discussion [69#31] LTE: Relay configuration at startup / subframe reconfiguration (Panasonic)

=> Email discussion outcome [69#31]: Startup of RN
R2-102085:
Summary of email discussion [69#31]: Relay configuration at startup / subframe reconfiguration Panasonic
Report
General

-
ZTE wonders about the "Un activation".  Do we mean that locally on the Un interface we are ready for R-PDCCH, or does it mean that the RN is completely ready to start serving UE's on Uu ? Panasonic assumes the majority understanding is that activation of Un is totally independant from taking RN-Uu into use.

-
DT wonders if the configuration of the Un would be handled the same, independant of whether this is an operator RN, or e.g. a "home-deployed RN" ? NSN assumes so far we only have the operator deployed RN, not femto type RN.

-
Panasonic thinks important point is that there will be no second message to activate the RN-Uu.

-
QC assumes the RN has certain capabilities which normal UE's will not have. So difference between different RN's should probably be able to be handled by functional differences at UE capability/RRC level. DT was wondering whether this aspect of operator-RN of "home-RN" would impact how the configuration would be done.

Initial configuration:

-
Ericsson now thinks even for activation there is no need for RRC involvement. 

-
III wonders how it would work then ? Will OAM configure ? But how do you activate ? 

-
Vdf is a bit concerned about relying on OAM for initial configuraton, and Vdf would prefer to have it done by RRC in order to have the interface open.

-
DT wonders if we are talking about vendor specific OAM ? Or would we be using TR-196 ?

-
Panasonic thinks the best awareness of what MBSFN configuration should be applied is available in DeNB. Therefor RRC should be used.

-
Ericsson assumes we can have the RN just switching to the Un configuration and then the DeNB detects.

-
CMCC thinks the Un configuration should be done by RRC, but maybe OAM could help.

-
QC assumes there is a transition point from receiving PDCCH to receiving R-PDCCH. If that requires a synchronisation point, it seems natural to have RRC involvement. Ericsson agrees but is not sure a synchronisation point is required.

-
NSN agrees that both RN and DeNB have some communication from OAM, but for the  subframe configuration the RN and DeNB need to have the same view.

-
Eriscson assumes OAM is a viable alternative. NSN could agree it is feasible, but NSN prefers RRC. If e.g. DeNB and RN are from different vendors and you have different OAM, it seems much easier to use RRC. If we use RRC, one node has the subframe configuration and tells the other node. This seems simpler.

-
Ericsson thinks if maybe RRC is not needed for the activation, everything could be done by OAM.

-
TIM prefers the RRC reconfiguration  since if in the future we introduce mobility, this seems easier.

-
Panasonic thinks also Ericsson is proposing not to use RRC and all other companies are in favour. During the email discussion there was sufficient time to express this. Panasonic thinks we should move on.

-
Huawei wonders if there is no synchronisation point, how soon should the DeNB detect that the RN has switched to Un operation. Ericsson assumes that the DeNB could start to schedule to the RN when it receives data for it.

-
Huawei wonders if we not invite for problems of RLF if we don't use RRC.

Reconfiguration:

-
Ericsson would like OAM also for reconfiguration: RN would start to receive R-PDCCH on additional subframes, the DeNB would detect this and start using them. Ericsson indicate this is more or less the approach.

-
QC proposes to make a working assumption on using RRC signalling for activation/configuration.

-
LG thinks there is a clear majority. Ericsson clarifies we normally work on consensus basis.

-
Vdf would prefer RRC for reconfiguration.

-
ALU thinks we could discuss other topics when this is not decided.

-
CMCC wonders if operators want to deploy MBMS and RN's at the same time, how can OAM detemined MBSFN subframe confguration. 

-
Panasonic would prefer to take a decision.

-
DT is not sure whether for initial configuration, RRC is the best choice. DT thinks for reconfiguration it is the best choice.

Offline progress:

-
Ericsson reports that it was not possible to convince many companies of OAM solution.

-
NSN would be ok to wait for one more meeting, although NSN is not fine with OAM.

-
Ericsson would really prefer not to take the decision now on the reconfiguration, and wait for 3 weeks. Ericsson will accept majority point of view at coming meeting. 

=>
Will rediscuss next meeting; if same situation exists next meeting, chairman plans to call a "working agreement".

R2-102008:
Some Issues Concerning RN Startup
Huawei
Disc

R2-102286:
Un subframe (re)configuration and RN start-up
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102401:
Use of RACH for transition from Uu to Un operation on DeNB-RN link
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-102421:
Discussion on Configuration Issue for RN
CMCC
Disc

R2-102119:
RN node Plug and play
NEC
Disc

R2-102476:
Outband Relays
Fujitsu
Disc
All 6 Tdocs not treated.
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102024
RRC State Model of Relay
CATT
Disc
=>
Withdrawn
R2-102300
RN Access Control
Vodafone
Disc
=>
Withdrawn
7.2.1.2
Radio Link Failure

What happens when the RN experiences RLF ? E.g. fallback to IDLE, RACH access with subframe restriction,….

RLF:

R2-102402:
RLF handling at relay node
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

General

-
III wonder if e.g. outdoor /outdoor relays could be handled differently ? QC assumes both would be fixed. Different T310's could be configured. QC assumes that e.g. for outband relays there is no real problems to restore the Un but we could anyway have the same procedure.

Proposal 1

-
CATT wonders why not use the current procedures ?  QC thinks T311 does not add value. QC thinks it is not usefull to recover RB contexts if anyway the RN has released all the UE's.

-
ZTE wonders if all RLF triggers can really be used.

Proposal 2a:

-
NSN wonders why the RN has to release the connection to all UE's ? The recovery might be quickly ? QC thinks T310 configuration should handle the temporary interruption. 

-
QC thinks at some point the RN has to make a decision that it has to give up on the connected UE's.

-
DT wonders 2a/2b need to be captured. QC would like to use them as background understanding for likely implementations. DT points out that even for home-eNB's we do not capture this type of behaviour.

-
CMCC thinks releasing all these connection is not nice. So should we not try to re-establish in the current cell.

-
Vdf assumes that if RLF happens frequently, releasing the UE's is not a good solution. If it is very rare, it might be used.

Proposal 2b:

-
Ericsson wonders if you would take away broadcast, would UE's come back when the RN returns ? QC assumes T310 would be set quite long (e.g. T310 to 10 or 15 second). So then you really have to release them because otherwise you deny them service. How they come back would be based on normal reselection procedures. QC admits this could take a few minutes.

-
Anyway DT thinks this is implementation dependant. Panasonic agrees.

Proposal 3

-
Huawei wonders if also in the case of max RLC retransmissions, immediately NAS recovery would be triggered ? QC confirms, since we can configure the max RLC retransmissions.

-
QC clarifies the RN can pick one of the cells it is configured with. Under NAS recovery the RN would have this freedom.

-
ALU thinks this is all design no standard thinks. Chairman assumes this solution avoid RACH access in connected. QC agrees. If we have T311 we have to discuss the restoration of Un including backhaul configuration.

-
QC clarifies that after T310, the RN goes to IDLE and "normal startup procedure" apply. 

-
Chairman wonders if S1/X2 would have to be configured again ? QC assumes DeNB completely forgets the RN, so S1/X2 woudl have to be established again.

R2-102337:
RLF handling and RACH procedure for relay
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic wonder if RACH is really needed if an RN experiences RLF ? Can you not continue to use same timing ? Chairman wonders if you do not perform RACH, how can you get any grant for an UL transmission ?

-
CATT wonders if there is any specificatoin impact ?

Proposal 4:

-
ZTE wonders if the RN is monitoring the PDCCH continuously or intermittently ? NTT DCM assumes only in RN Un subframes.

-
LG wonders if the assumption is that the RN is always configured with a dedicated preamble ? NTT DCM assumes a contention preamble: RLF is rare event so you do not want to reserve a preamble. NTT DCM only assumed a dedicated preamble for the case of the COUNT wrap around., not for the RLF case.

-
ZTE wonders why only in Un subframes ? NTT DCM wants to enable RN-Uu to continue during the RACH procedure. ZTE wonders if PDCCH or R-PDCCH is used for e.g. msg2 ? NTT DCM wants to use R-PDCCH. ZTE assumes that in that case a dedicated preamble needs to be used. NTT DCM confirms

-
NTT DCM clarifies this corresponds not to RLF but to COUNT wrap around (intra-cell handover with dedicated preamble).

Proposal 5:

-
CATT wonders if this RACH should consider Un subframe configuration ? NTT DCM assumes the Un configuration is released. After the re-establishment procedure there would be  a kind of activation of the Un subframe configuration again.

-
QC wonders if RN-Uu would be discontinued in this case ? NTT DCM assumes RN-Uu needs to be stopped.

-
NTT DCM clarifies that reaching max DSR is also handled with contention or non-contention preamble. NTT DCM assumes the RN has to go through contention. Ericsson thinks since this is not an RLF case, maybe it can be handled differently

-
LG wonders what "stopped" means ? How do you stop UE's from doing RACH or D-SR ? NTT DCM thinks you might not be able to prevent, but RN could stop responding. LG thinks then UE's will just continue to try. 

R2-102009:
RN Recovery from Un Radio Link Failure.
Huawei
Disc
-
ZTE wonders in figure 3 step 6 why a TA is used ? ZTE thinks DETACH is needed ?

Proposal 1

-
LG is assuming fixed relay, and probably there is only 1 DeNB candidate. So proposal 1 would anyway be achieved without restrictions. So then there is no benefit of proposal 1. Also when the DeNB cell would be removed, the RN should be open to use another cell if such candidates are configured.

-
Huawei agrees that in case of DeNB failure, it might be possible to find another DeNB.

-
Huawei thinks if you continue trying with one DeNB but it does not succeed, but at some point you have to give up. 

-
Ericsson assumes that if you try to re-establish, is there not a limitation to which cells you can reselect ?

-
Is it really possilbe to be preconfigured with multiple DeNB cells ? Ericsson thinks for initial establishment it is ok to have multiple options, but it is not really clear if you could change after RLF/going to IDLE.

-
NEC thinks it would be easier if the RN is only preconfigured with 1 DeNB cell.

-
CMCC wonders whether the intentoin is to maintain RN-Uu during the T310/T311 ? If so, how can the RN get system information from neighbouring cells  ? Huawei thinks during T311 the RN-Uu will be "suspended".

R2-102006:
Behavior associate to RLF on Un
Potevio
Disc

R2-102025:
RLF for RN in eNB mode
CATT
Disc

R2-102030:
Random Access Procedure on Un
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-102129:
Handling of RLF on Un interface
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102146:
Uu handling at Un failure
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102221:
RLF detection and handling on Un
ZTE
Disc

R2-102232:
RN actions on detecting Radio Link Failure of Un
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc

R2-102287:
Radio link failure and recovery
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102422:
Discussion on RLF on relay backhaul
CMCC
Disc
All 9 Tdocs not treated.
Inband half duplex RLF: ??

1)
Re-establishment

a) Normal RACH access

b) RACH access in Un subframes/R-PDCCH

c) a)
RN performs contention based RACH access: RN should listen to all potential response subframes (until 

how long)


b)
RN performs non-contention based RACH (separate preamble) and network will reply on R-PDCCH in 

backhaul subframe



- RN continues in backhaul configuration?

2)
Go to IDLE and establish new RRC configuration


- I.e. T311 = 0


- Should all higher layer procedures for startup be performed again, S1/X2, e.g. download OAM conf ?

3)
Apply 1) or 2) based on deployment: i.e. unstable deployment 1), stable deployment 2).

Outband/ inband full duplexRLF:


- Normal RLF/RACH/re-establishment ??

Does specification mandate Uu release at some point or all up to RN implementation ?

Discussion

-
QC thinks that if we have a size more than 1 in the RN, it should be possilbe to attach to another DeNB cell after RLF with an attach procedure. Probably from RN-UE point of view you could a CM Service request, but the question from RN-eNB point of view what actions should be taken (e.g. OAM).

-
LG assumes that when RLF occurs there is a serious problem.  So probably normal re-establishment procedure should be followed. LG assumes RN would perform normal reselection.

-
ALU wonders what the real agreement was ? 

-
ALU wonders what is not possible with todays specification for RLF handling ?  QC thinks we are discussing simplifications. ALU thinks simplifications are design issues. QC thinks the RN has no choice if the DeNB configures a T311 not equal to zero. ALu thinks this is under operator control. NSN agrees with ALU.

-
Ericsson thinks we do a normal RACH after RLF, but there is no need to do normal cell reselection/reselection. Vdf assumes that still cell reselection would need to be supported.

-
III assumes we might have to specify certain interworking cases. Ericsson assumes that an RN can decide when really to stop RN-Uu; in some cases the RN can just pretend a fading dip occurs.

-
LG assume at RLF the RN would perform quite normal cell selectiomn/reselection, but only start as RN when it was a preconfigured DeNB cell. Panasonic agrees.

	Agreements:

1) Specification will not mandate when the RN has to start/stop RN-Uu; is up to RN implementation

2) RN RLF should be handled, though not necessarily in an optimised manner

Open issues:

3) When RLF happens on Un, the RN is assumed to switch to a radio configuration without Un subframe limitation and perform a normal contention RACH.

4) After the re-establishment, a  RN subframe configuration will have to be configured again

5) Probably the RN could reselect another DeNB cell (preconfigured) after having gone to IDLE (can really not re-establish), and start from scratch. But should the RN also be able to try re-establishment on another cell (should probably only be same DeNB) ?


Paging support

R2-102011:
Relay States
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-102338:
Necessity of paging reception in relay operation
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

R2-102126:
Efficient RN Power Consumption
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102081:
RRC states for Relay eNBs
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
All 4 Tdocs not treated.
RN never in IDLE as stable state ?

No paging support required by inband half duplex RN ?


Other:
R2-102128:
RRC Connection Group Release from Relay Node
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102120:
RN link failure and measurement transfer
NEC
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
7.2.1.3
Un reconfiguration

What functionality should the D-eNB be able to reconfigure during RN operation and how is this handled ?

Scope

R2-102026:
Open issue related to Un reconfiguration
CATT
Disc

R2-102225:
Some Issues Concerning Un Subframe Reconfiguration
Huawei
Disc

R2-102012:
Un Subframe Configuration/Reconfiguration for In-Band Relay
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-102285:
Consideration of Un re-configuration for Type-1 relays
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102478:
Un Interface Reconfiguration
Fujitsu
Disc
All 5 Tdocs not treated.
Backhaul reconfiguration

R2-102255:
Issue on MBSFN subframe reconfiguration
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc
not treated
SI change

R2-102403:
System information modicaition for Relay node
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-102220:
Considerations on the timing of Uu SI update after subframe reconfiguration on Un
ZTE
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
RRC is used to change backhaul MBSFN configuration ?

Will be changed by signalling SIB2 with dedicated signalling ?

How to avoid time sync problems ?

7.2.1.4
Header compression

Do we want to support header compression over Un in Rel10 ? If so, how ?

R2-102077:
Why additional Un header compression is not needed
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
CATT wonders if this means whether further optimisation are possible in Rel-10 ? Ericsson assumes only if we see big gains.
R2-102027:
Header Compression
CATT
Disc
not treated
Discussion:

-
III wonders if traffic pattern indicated is realistic for Rel-10 ? CATT has the same concern. CATT is not sure if VOIP would be the typical scenario for RN.

-
DT would assume same traffic mix as on an eNB.  DT can provide a realistic traffic mix if required in a coming meeting.

-
Ericsson thinks even if we have 50% of UE's doing VOIP and 50% of UE's doing TCP, then still the large majority of packets would be non-VOIP.

-
NSN would appreciate input to know real traffic estimate. If VOIP packets would be quite dominant, then NSN would prefer to have a proper solution in Rel-10.

-
Vdf did perform a loss of throughput analysis for different compression scenarios. Vdf found that with a typical traffic mix of an eNB, we would typically for IPv4 have 24% header overhead. With separate compression this would be reduced to something like 10% or even 4% in the most optimal compression.

=>
Can think a bit more about this. Operator on typical traffic mix invited.

7.2.1.5
Other

DL flow control

R2-102410:
Analysis of Relay Uu Congestion and Un Flow Control
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
	Agreement:

1) No flow control on Un.


R2-102148:
DL Flow Control in Un interface
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-102028:
DL Flow Control on Un Interface
CATT
Disc

R2-102291:
Downlink flow control mechanism over Un interface
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-102347:
Discussion on reducing redundant data transmission over Un interface
Motorola
Disc
All 4 Tdocs not treated.
QOS

R2-102407:
Best-Effort Traffic of Relay
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
-
CATT thinks DeNB implementation can handle this since the DeNB has the UE RB related information. QC agrees but thinks this might not be optimal since the DeNB is not aware of the instantaneous rate of the different UE's.

-
Panasonic wonders why this is a problem since the DeNB is aware of the RN's and in control of the MBSFN subframe configuration.

-
Chairman wonders if DeNB has not almost perfect instantaneous view, i.e. sees packets coming by in DeNB ?

-
Huawei does not see a real problem.

-
ALU does not really see a problem: the BSR received by the DeNB should provide sufficient information.

-
NSN does not see a big problem.

=>
Noted (does not seem to be big concern)
R2-102010:
The impact of HARQ and backhaul link subframe configuration on the UP latency in two-hop system
Huawei
Disc
-
DT thinks the user plane latency should be taken into account when the Un scheme is selected. Vdf agrees but we should not try to hard.

-
Huawei clarifies that RAN1 has not selected the scheme yet.

=>
Noted
R2-102289:
Consideration of QoS issues w.r.t. relays
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
Proposal 3
-
Orange supports the proposal

-
NSN wonders whether the average packet loss/delay would vary significantly depending on when/what DeNB the RN is connected to ? ALU assumes it could depending on the scheduling policy of the DeNB.

-
NSN assumes that the Un and Uu bearer is more or less fixed when the RB is setup. ALU confirms that the mapping is fixed, but ALU thinks different Un bearers will see a different delay.Currently we assume backhaul delay for normal eNB is average 20ms, but now different RB's woudl see different delays. NSN assume that when you setup the Un RB, this should be corresponding to planned QCI QOS. Ericsson agrees with NSN that this can be handled in a static way.

-
Panasonic shares the view of Ericsson/NSN. Panasonic sees no fundamental problem.

-
ALU understands the Ericsson/NSN comment as that this can be handled in a static way with OAM.

-
CATT agrees the mapping is fixed, but the delays could still be different.

-
NSN wonders if today the delay between GW and eNB is taken into account in the eNB. Probably the eNB just configured Uu based on QCI ?

-
III thinks there might be some impact from different Un delay on Uu scheduling.

-
DT thinks backhauls are often not overprovisioned. DT thinks we should focus on the question whether input from the DeNB on the scheduling in the RN would be usefull.

-
CATT wonders if the delay on Un would really be static, or whether dynamic adjustment would be usefull.

-
Ericsson assumes we have the CQI and each node will be configured how to act on that QCI. Nothing more is needed.

-
ALU does not want to say that the OAM mechanism is not suitable. ALU thinks RRC signalling might improve the situation/openness of the solution.

=>
Noted (some limited support; should do heavy offline lobbying first)
R2-102288:
Consideration on uplink rate control for Un interface
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
not treated
R2-102222:
Issue on Un-Uu uplink rate control
ZTE
Disc
not treated
Relay & CA

R2-102335:
Proposed work on combination of carrier aggregation and relay in Rel-10
NTT DOCOMO, INC. Disc
not treated
R2-102425:
Discussion on CA support for Relay in Rel-10
ITRI
Disc
not treated
Other
R2-102336:
BCH reception in relay operation
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
CATT thinks for TDD this cannot be used since the radio frames are aligned at radio frame level.

-
CATT wonders how (with this solution) it can be ensured that the RN can receive any modified SIB's ? CMCC agrees. In addition this type of solution will not support MBMS.

-
Ericsson was assuming that when we use dedicated signalling, you would obtain the information and then at some modification boundary it would be applied.

-
QC thinks that maybe an RN is a more expensive device so it could have an activation time.

-
NTT DCM did not really TDD aspects.

-
ZTE wonders if there are multiple RN's, would the offset be the same for all RN's ? NTT DCM assumes this is up to implementation. However NTT DCM admits there is no so much choices.

-
Panasonic thinks also RAN1 is discussing this.

-
NTT DCM wonders if we need to support MIB change when we have a RN ?

=>
Noted; can think a bit more about this.

R2-102412:
Number of bearers on Un interface
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
-
Panasonic wonders if these new RB's are going to be used for signalling and default DRB of RN ? I.e. not the RB's carrying RN-Uu UE traffic ?

-
Orange agrees with QC that per QCI is acceptable. However it would be interesting for an operator to have its own QCI's, so extend total number of RB's to 15. DT agrees to increase the number.

-
Huawei thinks maybe different S1 messages should have different QOS requirements.

-
Ericsson assumes the only reason to have more RB's is to address if one of the RB's is congested. Ericsson assumes you can mutliplex multiple QCI's in the same RB. 

-
NSN can understand the requirement, but extending the bearer id is maybe not completely our decision given the relation to the bearer id.

-
CATT shares Huawei opinion. So maybe we need different QOS for S1. CATT wonders if we need additional bearers for forwarding ?

-
DT thinks that preferably what operators can do today on the fixed backhaul, they would also like to be able to do on the Un.  Ericsson wonders how we judge "needed" ? 

-
Vdf thinks we might need more than 8. E.g. S1 will have to go over an additional bearer.

-
Orange indicates that on Iub they can map between the QCI and the ATM QOS. Orange would like something similar.

-
QC would prefer not to expand the LCID space behond the current 5 bits.

=>
Noted; should see some more motivation/detail to see how many are really needed.

R2-102469:
Considerations on SPS for Un interface
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Samsung wonders what the expected benefit of this proposal would be ? 

-
Panasonic does not agree that the number of RN's will always be low. Orange agrees with Panasonic.

-
Panasonic agrees SPS was originally designed for VOIP, but due to statistical multiplexing by an RN, it is even more likely that there is a relatively static flow of traffic from/to an RN, which makes SPS even more useful. 

-
ZTE thinks RAN1 has canceled formats 3/3A for relays, so it might not be possible to do RN.

-
RIM thinks originally SPS was used to reduce signalling overhead, and this is still quite important for RN's.

-
Ericsson woudl be ok to remove it.

=>
Noted (little support now); should study further

R2-102147:
S1-AP transmission in Un interface
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Ericsson does not agree with the re-establishment e.g. it is not agreed that AS needs to provide integrity protection. Header compression is not agreed. Ericsson assume re-ordering is good to have (less SCTP re-ordering needed). Ericsson assumes SDU's at re-establishment should be handled as normal DRB's.

-
QC wonders that apart from the re-establishment, can the SDRB not be identical to an SRB ?

-
Ericsson previously indicated we woudl have problems with HoL blocking. So we would have to have quite a few SRB's. Ericsson assume major impact on RRC if we would go this way.

-
ALU largely agrees with Ericsson comment and would like to keep the traffic on DRB's. NSN agrees; we should not diverge from the agree architecture. Integrity/Ciphering still needs to be studied by SA3.

-
LG assumes unconfirmed SDU's should be discarded at re-establishment. Ericsson wonders why this different behaviour would be required: Ericsson assume DRB handling is fine.

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-102143:
Use of multiple MAC PDUs for Un link
Motorola
Disc

R2-102127:
Discussion on Random Access for RN
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-102032:
Cell selection/reselection scheme for Type 1 Relay System
Hitachi, Ltd.
Disc

R2-102252:
Discussions on Buffer Status Report over Un interface
ETRI
Disc
All 4 Tdocs not treated.
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102290
Downlink flow control mechanism over Un interface
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
withdrawn

R2-102468
SFN synchronization for RN
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
=>
Withdrawn
R2-102513:
Discussion on BSR with Relay LG Electronics Inc.
R2-102514:
Number of MAC PDUs for Relay Operation - LG Electronics Inc. Texas Instruments
Both not treated.
7.2.2
Stage-3

R2-102029:
System Information Notification in RN
CATT
Disc
not treated
Continuation up to next meeting:

-
Include made agreements in R2-102650

7.3
Latency reduction (RP-091449)
(LTE_LATRED-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091449)
General

R2-101984:
Need for latency improvements in LTE/LTE-A
Deutsche Telekom
Disc 
-
Huawei indicates that there is no proposal on the table that would gain 8ms. The maximum we could gain depends on what eNB's are currently implementing.

-
LG wonders how many UE's would require the 1ms D-SR ? LG assumes it would be possible to support e.g. 100 UE with small D-SR periodicity in a 20MHz cell.

-
DT thinks that at least web browsing UE's would benefit.

-
Motorola would appreciate to understand DT's opinion on latency, why this is important but e.g. activation with MAC was sufficient (no L1 activation). DT indicates they are not promoting a specific solution. DT wants to highlight the importance of end-to-end RTT.

-
NSN wonders about the 20% gain of webbrowsing. NSN thinks depends how you render your page there might not be so much gain (most webbrowser display contents before everything is downloaded).

-
DT clarifies they assume no stored objects in the web client.

=>
Noted
CB_PUSCH Gain analysis

R2-102001:
Performance evaluation of the gains of the contention based uplink
 Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
Huawei wonders what the assumed latency between eNB and ftp server is ? 

-
NSN wonders what power control is assumed for CB-PUSCH, what is the size of the CB-PUSCH allocation, what is the assumed loss of the CB-PUSCH ? Ericsson does not have the numbers availble but can indicate them later.

-
QC wonders about the 100kB; if you devide this between the 4Mbps, we talk about 29 and 25ms delay which does not seem a big delay difference ? With 50 objects requested sequentially (worst case assumption), there would be a total 200ms difference. Ericsson clarifies the object size in is Bytes (so at 4Mbps it would be 200ms versus 320ms).

-
Motorola wonders how much additional positive effect can be expected if UE processing would be reduced and UE would be pre-aware of grants ? Ericsson has not simulated this (i.e. UE has not pre-read grants).

-
Ericsson has simulated that a UE would use multiple CB-PUSCH grants before obtaining a dedicated grant in these simulations.

-
Motorola thinks from these simulations it is clear that basic CB is not performing well. So is the conclusion still proposing the basic CB ? Ericsson would prefer to agree on a basic scheme including local NACK.

R2-102021:
Performance aspects of various schemes
Huawei
Disc
-
Huawei assumes that the best way to decrease delay is for eNB companies to focus on D-SR processing, which Huawei assumes can be reduced to e.g. 1ms.

-
Huawei clarifies that the same TBS index is used for all transmissions.

-
CATT wonders whether the compressed TCP-Ack was considered ? Huawei focussed on the uncompressed since ROHC is never mandatory for the UE

-
Ericsson wonders if in the simulations, the CB-access is also using non-contention access after 4ms ? Huawei indicates that the TCP-Acks are always handled before non-contention access would kick-in.

-
Motorola thinks this clearly shows that the network access delay is an important factor.

-
Motorola thinks that when LTE-A is deployed, network delay might have decreased.

-
Fujitsu wonders how important the throughput is in this WI, since the main focus is on delay.

R2-102460:
Delay reduction gain of CB access
Samsung
Disc
-
Samsung assumes that if we have CB-PUSCH, it should be applied for specific traffic that benefits from this.

-
Ericsson assumes 10% BLER on CB-PUSCH these figures are correct, but Ericsson assumes typically lower BLER would be achieved in order to also be able to handle cell edge users

-
Samsung thinks even if it is reduced to 1%, the basic CB-PUSCH scheme would not perform so well.

-
Ericsson recalculated the Samsung calculation with 1% BLER, and then came to 1.6ms. Samsung thinks with 1% it would be 5.4ms so it would improve.

-
Samsung assumes that CB-PUSCH with lowest MCS it would be possible to have something like 1% BLER if we have no collisions. So the collision rate will then be the main impact.

-
Mediatek thinks 1% is possible, even if there is more than 1 user.

Discussion:

-
Huawei thinks it would be much easier to save 3ms somewhere in the network then to save it on the radio. DT thinks they already try to do as much as possible in the network.

-
DT thinks we can conclude that the most benefit is achieved with a number of small file sizes, which is typically what web browsing is.

CB_PUSCH Other
R2-102208:
Discussion on Operations of Contention-based Transmission
MediaTek
Disc
Proposal 3:

-
Huawei wonders if we have mutliple grants in one PDCCH, will we have a new PHICH structure (more feedback). MT proposes to use MAC for feedback also to support multiple users.

-
NSN wonders if we need to discuss this level of detail. We should first understand if we need something at all. We do not have to discuss optimisations now.

=>
Noted

R2-102461:
Retransmission scheme for contention based access
Samsung
Disc
-
NSN wonders whether there would be coverage problems if we have no HARQ ? RLC retransmission would not help for a power limited UE. Samsung assume very low MCS thus improving the success rate at the first transmission. NSN thinks low MCS might not be sufficient.

-
ZTE thinks HARQ AN cannot tell which UE succeed/failed, so it will introduce even more delay.

-
CATT wonders if 0 HARQ retransmissions would be configured for all logical channels or only RLC-AM ?  Samsung indicates it is specifically specified for CB-PUSCH. CATT wonders if the HARQ retransmission number if logical channel specific ? Samsung indicates that in Rel-8 it is not per logical channel. Also for CB-PUSCH Samsung does not propose it per logical channel. So it depends on the next paper. 

-
ALU wonders if this has impact on the BSR handling ? E.g. Should we cancel BSR after transmission if we have no HARQ retransmission ? Samsung agrees maybe we need to do something but Samsung assumes the solution would be relatively simple.

=>
Noted

R2-102463:
Contention Based Access for RLC TM/UM data
Samsung
Disc
-
Mediatek wonders if we need to define a BLER target for the CB-PUSCH ? Samsung is not proposing to propose a CB-PUSCH BLER, but to just not use the CB-PUSCH for applications that need a very high BLER.

-
LG wonders if there would be impact to the current LCP procedure ?  Samsung confirms but Samsung assumes it would be relatively simple.

-
Motorola wonders if the primary use case is web browsing, probably no other traffic is ongoing.  So Motorola thinks we could specify that only UE's with no grant or SPS activated are allowed to use the CB-PUSCH grant. Samsung assume we cannot exclude the case of a UE having VOIP and Webbrowsing. DT agrees with Samsung.

-
DT thinks RLC-AM is the protocol where the gains should be targetted.

-
CATT wonders if the intention is to limit just to RLC-AM ? Samsung confirms, but if we want to generalise we should configure which would allow to better control the collision probability.

-
NSN thinks we should have no impact to RLC. This proposal would impact RLC parameters in relation to local NACK handling. Samsung promises no other enhancements to RLC. That is why it is only limited to indicate specific logical channels with small packets so there is no need to fine tune RLC-AM parameters.

-
Ericsson wonders if the retransmissions are not to be done by RLC, where else ? Is NSN considering MAC ? NSN would assume normal HARQ.

-
ITRI thinks having BSR on CB-PUSCH helps later coming high reliability transmissions.
=>
Noted

R2-102334:
Discussion on UP latency reduction options
CATT
Disc
R2-102000:
Way forward with latency reduction
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
DT thinks this is a good baseline.

-
Huawei thinks since we have sent an LS to RAN1 asking questions, we should wait for the RAN1 results to be able to take them into account.

-
Motorola wonders why the baseline does not indicate an intention on retransmission handling since it is clear from simulations that without retransmission handling this does not improve much ? Ericsson thinks without enhancements, 78% of the users would benefit. Ericsson would prefer to enhance this with local NACK.

-
Nokia wonders if these users are also allowed to use non-contention access in addition to CB-PUSCH ? Ericsson does not want to impact the Rel-8 behaviour. 

-
QC thinks after having seen all this complexity, QC does not see significant gains so would prefer not to agree on the way forward.  LG shares the QC view. LG is not convinced about the benefit compared to the complexity.

-
IDT thinks simple baseline is the best approach. Samsung is happy to start with the baseline. Mediatek support the baseline. NSN agrees with QC w.r.t. the release-10 timeframe. ALU agrees with NSN.

-
Nokia wonders if this would be a Rel-10 mandatory feature for the UE ? Ericsson assumes the tendency is that all new features are optional.

=>
Will take decision on baseline scheme next meeting
R2-102004:
Stage 2 description of the contention based uplink
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
B REL-10
LTE_LATRED-Core
Points to consider further for CB PUSCH:

1) Multiple pilot tones ?

2) Feedback handling (MAC, PHICH, local NACK)

3) Retransmission handling (HARQ, RLC, Msg3 buffer)

4) Backoff

5) Logical channel specific usage/LCP ?

6) Detailed MAC aspects (BSR handling)

PUCCH increase

R2-102464:
On the need to enhance PUCCH resource usage
Samsung
Disc
-
Huawei wonders why only 50% of the UE's gets a D-SR ? Typically we assume all UE's get a D-SR. 

-
IDT thinks if it is an interference resource, sharing does not help so much. It would also rely on the eNB reliably detecting collision which IDT thinks will not be possible

=>
Noted
New proposal

R2-102023:
Latency reduction at DL data arrival
Huawei
Disc
-
DT supports this proposal

-
Ericsson wonders if this will improve end-user satisfaction ? Huawei assumes so. Huawei assumes this is an area of almost "free" latency reduction.

-
Samsung assumes that in most case important cases to have latency gain, the UE is in synchronised state. The latency gain achieved with this proposal is probably obtained for bursts.

-
Samsung thinks 2ms gain is not so much impressive if we see the RACH delay.

-
Ericsson also thinks 2-3ms delay for downlink initiated traffic it might not make a big difference to the end-user.

-
Samsung assumes that webbrowsing or ftp download will not be helped by this solution (first packet is UL). Huawei thinks e.g. a ping from one UE to another UE.

-
Motorola has some doubts about end-user benefit.

-
DT thinks this coudl also be a mobile web server and then there is benefit

=>
Noted (can think more)

Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102462
On the need to enhance PUCCH resource usage
Samsung
Disc
R2-102465
Contention Based Access for RLC TM/UM data
Samsung
Disc

=> Both withdrawn

7.4
TEI10

Contributions concerning user plane enhancements for supporting high data rates can be supported under this agenda item.

R2-102017:
Changing number of antenna for energy saving
Huawei
Disc

R2-102201:
DRX period extension for dual radio UE
Samsung
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated.
Not available/too late/withdrawn
R2-102413:
LTE-A UE Category Assumption
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
not treated
7.5
Other LTE Rel-10 WIs
No contributions.
8
UTRA Release 8 and earlier releases
REL-5 TEI5:

R2-102477
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
F
REL-5
TEI5
-Coversheet issue: wrong meeting.

-CATT: agree with the principle of the CR however the IE should be common to FDD/TDD?

-Ericsson: this CR has no functional impact, we can have the CR but need to discuss the exact location and release. What is the correct category?

-We agree with the alignment.

-Ericsson: When we align Tabular to ASN.1, companies should provide a reference to both in the text.

-The IE will need to be common between FDD/TDD

-Ericsson: The CR needs to be R4.

-Category: “D”

=>The Release 4 CR is in R2-102562
=>The CR R2-102477 is revised in R2-102557
R2-102562
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
F
REL-4
TEI4

=>Withdrawn

R2-102557
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
F
REL-5
TEI5
=>Withdrawn
R2-102479
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for 1.28Mcps TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-6
TEI5
=>The CR is revised in R2-102558
R2-102558
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for 1.28Mcps TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-6
TEI5
=>Withdrawn
R2-102481
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-7
TEI5
=>The CR is revised in R2-102559
R2-102559
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-7
TEI5
=>Withdrawn
R2-102482
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-8
TEI5
=>The CR is revised in R2-102560
R2-102560
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-8
TEI5
=>Withdrawn

R2-102484
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI5
=>The CR is revised in R2-102561
R2-102561
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI5
- We need to have a release 9 CR with a magic sentence:


-Magic sentence: Implementation of this CR in earlier releases does not create interoperability issues

-Cat is D

-WI code is TEI9

-Other comments: this CR is not based on the latest version of the specification

=>The CR is revised in R2-102588
R2-102588
Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI5
=>The CR is agreed in principle

REL-6 TEI6:

R2-102170
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for "UE radio access capability" (R6)
Huawei
CR
25.331
F
REL-6
TEI6
-Alcatel-Lucent asks why a change is necessary, tabular already says IE is MD. NW can infer a value from absence of IE.

-Ericsson: changing the tabular would create an issue for the NW because it can’t assume same behavior from UE.

-Huawei: if the MD isn’t changed to CV, NW would be allowed to do this. But it shouldn’t be doing it.

-Qualcomm indicates the IE cannot be included from ASN.1. A conditional statement may still be useful to have. 

-NSN considers this CR is a clarification

=>The CR is revised in R2-102528
R2-102528
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for "UE radio access capability" (R6)
Huawei
CR
25.331
F
REL-6
TEI6
 -Alcatel-Lucent: we should not have a release 6 CR.

-Samsung: we can use a magic sentence in R9

-NSN: Need more time.

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-102169
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for "UE radio access capability" (R7)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-7
TEI6
-wrong WI code, should be TEI6

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-102168
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for "UE radio access capability" (R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-98TEI6
-wrong WI code, should be TEI6

=>Not available, see R2-102167 instead
R2-102167
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for "UE radio access capability" (R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-8
TEI6
-CATT considers the TDD change should not be there

-Ericsson: the OP->CV is not an inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1. The reason for change isn’t correct.

-the CSG change can be separated in a different CR

=>
REL-8 CR R2-102167 is postponed (together with the CR set R2-102528 REL-6, R2-102169 REL-7, R2-102166 REL-9) but a new set of CRs is provided in in R2-102529 (REL-8)/R2-102530 (REL-9)
R2-102166
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1for "UE radio access capability" (R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-9

TEI9

-wrong WI code, should be TEI6

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-102529
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for ”Support of CSG” in “UE radio access capability”
Huawei
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
HNB-supp
-No need to include the two messages which aren’t concerned with the change
=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102579
R2-102530
Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for ”Support of CSG” in “UE radio access capability”
Huawei
CR
25.331
A

REL-9
HNB-supp
- Cat should be A

-In the coversheet, no need to include the two messages which aren’t concerned with the change
 =>With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102580



REL-7 RANimp-CPC (RAN1):

R2-102105
Clarification on HS-SCCH less operation when MAC-ehs is configured
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-CPC
-rel’8 change because hs-scch-less orders were added in rel’8 only.

-no shadow?

=>The CR is agreed in principle
REL-7 RANimp-EnhState (RAN2):
R2-102075
Handling of RRC Unrecoverable Error in Enhanced CELL_FACH
BROADCOM CORPORATION
CR
25.331
F

REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate
-CR category missing

-no shadow?

-Panasonic: what happens if the CR is not agreed. 

-Nokia agrees with the principle of the CR but considers UE doesn’t need a special condition. Instead UE can start monitor common HRNTI whenever is performs cell update (UE would delete dedicated HRNTI).

-Interdigital: agrees with panasonic CCCH can be received with dedicated HRNTI. Is there such a restriction? Samsung considers CCCH on dedicated HRNTI wasn’t in the initial design of the feature.

-Huawei agrees with Samsung, we shouldn’t allow to receive CCCH with dedicated HRNTI.

-CATT thinks receiving CCCH dedicated HRNTI should be allowed. HW indicates the feature wasn’t designed this way

-Companies need to discuss the principle offline.


-Companies are fine with the Broadcom proposal to allow receiving CCCH with common HRNTI


-In release 8, the CR will be for FDD only


-The category should be F.


-Source to TSG is R2

=>With the coversheet changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102574
R2-102204
Clarification on the HS-DSCH reception in enhanced CELL_FACH state(R7)
Huawei
CR
25.331
F
REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate
-Ericsson: Why doesn’t NW already know UE category when SRB#1 is configured? Huawei indicate NW needs to know UE category before this channel is setup. Huawei agrees SRB#1 should be removed from the list. Nokia indicates SRB#1 on CCCH needs to be clarified

-Ericsson: Agrees the octet alignment table should be clarified, we can state UE assumes octet aligned. 

-Ericsson: we need to avoid situation where VIR changes depending on what UE uses for reception.

-Infineon: considers indication of using octet aligned table support is known at NW. However it’s not clear NW configured it.

-Nokia agrees with then intention of the CR. There needs to be more discussion on the category to use from UE side.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102531
R2-102531
Clarification on the HS-DSCH reception in enhanced CELL_FACH state(R7)
Huawei
CR
25.331
F
REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate
-companies want more time to check

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102205
Clarification on the HS-DSCH reception in enhanced CELL_FACH state(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-8
RANimp-Enhstate
=>The CR is revised in R2-102532
R2-102532
Clarification on the HS-DSCH reception in enhanced CELL_FACH state(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-8
RANimp-Enhstate
=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102206
Clarification on the HS-DSCH reception in enhanced CELL_FACH state(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-Enhstate

=>The CR is revised in R2-102533
R2-102533
Clarification on the HS-DSCH reception in enhanced CELL_FACH state(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-Enhstate

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102281
Enhanced CELL_FACH MAC format for PCCH and BCCH- Rel 7
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
F
REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate
=>withdrawn
REL-7 RANimp-L2DataRates (RAN2):

R2-102276
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-7
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
F

REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates
-impact analysis missing

=>Revised in R2-102525
R2-102525
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-7
Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung, Infineon
CR
25.301
F

REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates
-impact analysis missing

-Ericsson: some impacted clauses are missing, “respectively” cannot be used in the sentence. Samsung thinks it’s clear.

-Ericsson: The last sentence doesn’t need to be completely removed, a re-wording only is needed.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102534
R2-102534
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-7
Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung, Infineon
CR
25.301
F

REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates
=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-102277
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
A
REL-8
RANimp-L2DataRates
=>Revised in R2-102526
R2-102526
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
A
REL-8
RANimp-L2DataRates
=>The CR is revised in R2-102535
R2-102535
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
A
REL-8
RANimp-L2DataRates
- The CR is not based on the latest version of the specification

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-102278
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-9
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
A
REL-9
RANimp-L2DataRates
=>Revised in R2-102527
R2-102527
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-9
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
A
REL-9
RANimp-L2DataRates
=>The CR is revised in R2-102536
R2-102536
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-9
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
A
REL-9
RANimp-L2DataRates
- The CR is not based on the latest version of the specification

=>The CR is agreed in principle
REL-7 TEI7:

R2-102050
Clarification for Integrity Protection Re-configuration for SRNS Relocation Failure.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
F
REL-7
TEI7
-NOTEs cannot contain a requirement (e.g. “UE shall”)

-Panasonic: Agree with the CR

-Nokia doesn’t think the CR can solve the situation in the field

-Alcatel-Lucent would be fine with a later release CR if the group can agree on the right behavior.

-Qualcomm: no need for a CR, the behavior is clear enough. Qualcomm points to 8.5.10.1. Nokia’s interpretation is different, UE should use the new configuration and current specification is clear. Nokia indicates 8.5.10.1 is not related to the case at hand.

-Huawei thinks we need a unified UE behavior.

-Ericsson agrees with Nokia and wants to make sure all UEs have a common behavior and need to be inline with the spec.

-Huawei think UEs need to agree on the behavior.

-Ericsson: we need offline discussion.


-Some companies want to clarify this issue but need more time to check.

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-102051
Clarification for Integrity Protection Re-configuration for SRNS Relocation Failure.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
A
REL-8
TEI7
=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102052
Clarification for Integrity Protection Re-configuration for SRNS Relocation Failure.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI7

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
REL-8 RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates:

R2-102430
Error correction on MAC-es PDU to MAC-is PDU
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.319

F
REL-8
TEI8
-WI code incorrect, should be RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-Ericsson: the file name isn’t correct.

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102537
R2-102431
Error correction on MAC-es PDU to MAC-is PDU
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.319

A
REL-9
TEI8
-WI code incorrect, should be RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-Ericsson: the file name isn’t correct.

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102538
R2-102341
Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-spec number missing

-Samsung: fine with principle, but change should be captured in procedural text.

-Huawei: CR is not necessary as it creates a dependency between mac-i/mac-ehs. Nokia points out UE already has this dependency.

-Ericsson: it is a restriction but it’s a sensible one so Ericsson would be fine with the CR. The wording would need to change. 

-Huawei is fine with this dependency

-The group agrees with the principle of the CR, the wording can be revised.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102539
R2-102539
Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-Impact analysis needs to be added

=>The CR is revised in R2-102584
R2-102584
Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-102344
Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-spec number missing

=>The CR is revised in R2-102540
R2-102540
Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=>The CR is revised in R2-102585
R2-102585
Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-102391
Poll SUFI handling for Improved L2 Uplink
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-ZTE asks which other sequence number is UE allowed to use, would like to see more explanatio on what SN can UE use for poll-sufi. 

-ZTE: why is poll bit set to zero in figure 3. Nokia agrees it could have been set to 1.

-HW: agree with proposal 2 but not 1. Previous CR was assuming no UE is available for tx/retx. If a PDU is available, UE should send this PDU with poll-bit.

-Qualcomm: agrees that proposal 1 is an issue but doesn’t think we need to correct this, the issue exists regardless

-Samsung agrees with Huawei that UE should send poll bit.

-Ericsson: agrees that proposal 1 is an issue but not a serious one and there is no need to address this. Regarding proposal 2 Ericsson would like that UE behavior isn’t changed at each meeting. Ericsson points out we agreed on a proposal from Qualcomm at the last meeting. This needs to be discussed offline.

=>Noted. The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102379
Correction of Poll SUFI handling for Improved L2 Uplink
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.322

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-spec number missing

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102382
Correction of Poll SUFI handling for Improved L2 Uplink
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.322
A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
REL-8 RANimp-64Qam1.28TDD (RAN1):
R2-102318
Addition of 64QAM indicator for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331


F

REL-8
RANimp-64QamDownlink
-wrong WI code; should be RANimp-64Qam1.28TDD

-Chairman: ASN.1 needs to be provided before we can agree.

-ZTE: does it change anything in NW? It should be the same problem in MIMO or any other feature supprting enhanced L2. The impact of the CR is L2 enhancement won’t be configured with 64QAM but that shouldn’t be a big issue.

-CATT: enh. L2 allows multiplexing of different LCs so not being able to do that is a problem.

-ZTE: this is ok in later release but it’s needed earlier.

-Ericsson: we support this CR because then both 64QAM and MAC-ehs can be deployed together.

-Newpostcom: It is better to have this CR now so NW and UE are using the right TB table.

-ZTE: what is the issue of configuring MAC-ehs without 64QAM? CATT indicates that would mean an inefficient TBS table is used. But that would be a discussion for R10, not before.

-Ericsson: We could have a CR for release 9. 

-There is some support for optimizing this usage, we can discuss that again if consensus is found.

=>The CR is postponed

R2-102319
Addition of 64QAM indicator for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331


A

REL-9
RANimp-64QamDownlink
-wrong WI code; should be RANimp-64Qam1.28TDD

=>The CR is postponed
REL-8 RANimp-UplinkEnhState (RAN2):

R2-102041
Scheduling Information transmission for Enhanced CELL_FACH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-the entire section needs to be copied

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102546
R2-102042
Scheduling Information transmission for Enhanced CELL_FACH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-the entire section needs to be copied

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102547
R2-102326
Corrections to CRC attachment entity in MAC-i/is
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.319
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-no shadow CR?`

-Ericsson: incl. -> including

=>With the change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102548
R2-102106
Corrections to MAC-i/is
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState, RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-no shadow CR?

-Samsung: the second change might already be included elsewhere.

-Ericsson: the first and last changes are fine but second change isn’t needed. Infineon added the sentence to describe the picture.

-Nokia: the added sentence is misleading. The sentence isn’t needed.

-The only change to the CR is to remove the sentence “For each MAC-is SDU the logical channel identifier and the MAC-is SDU size are included as part of the MAC-i header.”.
=>With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102549
R2-102350
Clarification of Tx interruption after trigger handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle mode
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-Spec number missing

-Infineon: agree with the CR but we shouldn’t mention the feature name

-CATT: No need to make this specific to FDD.

-Only changes to the CR: remove “for FDD”in 14.4.2, don’t use feature name in tabular.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102550
R2-102550
Clarification of Tx interruption after trigger handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle mode
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
- Samsung: no need to add the change in the tabular, the procedure is clear enough. Ericsson agrees.

-Nokia: add “the” variable.

--We can remove the change in the tabular, 

=>With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102586
R2-102351
Clarification of Tx interruption after trigger handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle mode
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-Spec number missing

-Sam comments as in 2350.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102551
R2-102551
Clarification of Tx interruption after trigger handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle mode
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331

A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-Nokia: add “the” variable.

-We can remove the change in the tabular, 

-“For FDD” needs to be removed

=>With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102587
R2-102355
Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-Ericsson: changes are not need, it is covered in 4.2.3.6.

-Samsung: changes are not needed. Last sentence could be reworded but existing one is fine as well.

-Nokia: last sentence in second paragraph seems to indicate UE would always transmit E-RNTI.

-Companies can discuss offline how to rewrite the last 2 sentences. The other changes are not agreed.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102589
R2-102589
Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321

F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-Panasonic: changes on changes need to be removed

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102594
R2-102356
Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321

A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
=>The CR is revised in R2-102590
R2-102590
Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321

A
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
=>The CR is agreed in principle
REL-8 RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD (RAN2):
R2-102114
Addition of UpPCH position info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-TD Tech: agree with the principle of the CR however v8b0 needs to be added in sys info type 5. CATT agrees.

-We agree with the principle of the CR, we need to see a revision with the ASN.1 corrected

=>The CR is revised in R2-102563
R2-102563
Addition of UpPCH position info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-Nokia: the nesting level is pushing an IE over 2 lines. Push instead the IE over the second line and align is.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102583
R2-102583
Addition of UpPCH position info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102115
Addition of UpPCH position info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-we will check it at the next meeting on the right spec version

=>The CR is revised in R2-102582
R2-102582
Addition of UpPCH position info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-We don’t know whether a v92 extension has been added in v92 version of spec so it’s better to postpone the CR

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-102116
Clarification on power offset selection in enhanced CELL_FACH for LCR TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-Chairman: this is an optimization because the wrong power would be used. Not a critical correction. CATT indicates the curent spec is not clear whether common flows are included or not.

-ZTE: Why is there a different power offset if we end up using the max all the time. That can be addressed with a different CR. 

-Companies can discuss offline whether we need to simplify further the power offset scheme.

=>We agree with the CR in principle

R2-102117
Clarification on power offset selection in enhanced CELL_FACH for LCR TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=>We agree with the CR in principle
R2-102311
Clarification of discontinuous reception for paging in enhanced CELL_FACH state for LCR TDD
CATT
CR
25.304
F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-typo: H-RNIT->H-RNTI

-The first modification adding “CELL_PCH or URA_PCH state” in the first paragraph is not related to the change and might apply for previous releases, we can remove it.

-The CR is not based on latest version of specification, that should be mentioned in “other comments”.

=>With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102564
R2-102312
Clarification of discontinuous reception for paging in enhanced CELL_FACH state for LCR TDD
CATT
CR
25.304
A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-This was done on previous spec version, that needs to be revised.

-typo: H-RNIT->H-RNTI

-The first modification adding “CELL_PCH or URA_PCH state” in the first paragraph is not related to the change and might apply for previous releases, we can remove it.

=>The CR is postponed. (Note: An allocated revision of R2-102312 in R2-102565 is withdrawn)
R2-102323
Discussion on timer Treset mechanism for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
Disc

-ZTE: agree with the proposal but not the analysis. But proposals are fine.

=>We agree with the proposals 1/2/3
R2-102324
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331


F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-Chairman: we should not agree on the CR without ASN.1

-Ericsson: we agree that ASN.1 needs to be submitted in time

-No other comments on the document. 

-Companies agree with the procedural text and tabular portion of the CR however ASN.1 needs to be provided for RAN2 to agree.

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-102325
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331


A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-102327
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321


F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-Typo: For1.28 Mcps => For 1.28 Mcps
-Companies agree with the CR but we will treat them all together (with RRC and RAN3 CR) at the next meeting.

-Impact analysis is missing

=>The CR is postponed

R2-102328
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321


A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-reference to ran2 tdoc missing

-Typo: For1.28 Mcps => For 1.28 Mcps
-Companies agree with the CR but we will treat them all together (with RRC and RAN3 CR) at the next meeting.

-Impact analysis is missing

=>The CR is postponed

R2-102500
Correction to the E-RUCCH transmission on the secondary frequency during RRC state transition for 1.28 Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-CATT: there is a different understanding on “primary freq” IE. This IE has been introduced in case primary freq doesn’t support HSPA and secondary does.

-TD Tech: we can agree on part 2 (note 3 correction)?

-Newpostcom: we don’t agree with CR intention. Also changes on note 3 modify application of funtionality. 

-CATT: CR from TD Tech assumes more functionality that was intended initially. There are some aspects that can be clarified in a different Cr

-This can be discussed offline

=>The CR is revised in R2-102591
R2-102591
Correction to the E-RUCCH transmission on the secondary frequency during RRC state transition for 1.28 Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-102504
Correction to the E-RUCCH transmission on the secondary frequency during RRC state transition for 1.28 Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=>The CR is revised in R2-102592
R2-102592
Correction to the E-RUCCH transmission on the secondary frequency during RRC state transition for 1.28 Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-The CR is not based on lastest version of the specification, this needs to be added to “other comments”

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102593
R2-102506
Correction to the description of scheduler in enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.321
F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-CATT agrees that current reference to Iub FP isn’t correct but the correct IE, “measurement on rach” could be a possibility.

- Ericsson: we only need to remove the wrong IE name

-new postcom: Agree with Ericsson and CR.

-We can move “based on RRM” at the end of the sentence.

=>With this change, the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102566
R2-102507
Correction to the description of scheduler in enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.321
A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-This CR can be submitted at the next meeting based on the correct version of the spec


=>
The CR is in principle agreed.

Note: A revision of R2-102507 in R2-102567 is withdrawn.
R2-102313
Discussion on TSN setting in enhanced CELL_FACH state
CATT
Disc

-NSN: no need for change in mac spec. RRC is clear about what behavior should be

-Nokia: agree with NSN, MAC shouldn’t do anything special.

-Samsung: at reconfig, RRC will receive a message so everything should be explicit.

-Interdigital: reset indicator is not sent during reconfig, so there seems to be some scenarios missing.

-NewPostCom: Is there any scenario other then RLF where MAC needs to reset

-Nokia: all the scenarios are indicated in RRC.

-Huawei: There needs to be a re-establishment of TSN at state transition.

-CATT: We want to make sure UE will not reset on its own at MAC level. There is not such implicit mechanism at MAC. RRC explicitly tells MAC to reset TSN.

-No CR is needed.

=>Noted

R2-102315
Clarification on initialization of the variable next_expected_TSN
CATT
CR
25.321


F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, RANimp-EnhState
-withdrawn
R2-102316
Clarification on initialization of the variable next_expected_TSN
CATT
CR
25.321


F
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, RANimp-EnhState
=>Related proposal in R2-102313 not agreed; CR not treated
R2-102317
Clarification on initialization of the variable next_expected_TSN
CATT
CR
25.321


A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, RANimp-EnhState
=>Related proposal in R2-102313 not agreed; CR not treated
REL-8 HNB-supp:

R2-102386
Clarification on CSG indicator (Release 8)
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
-Nokia: this would mean we change the meaning of the default value. Qualcomm indicates the value “FALSE” doesn’t exist.

-Samsung: we would need to say what IE means if not present

-WI code needs to be corrected

-Impact analysis is missing

=>The CR is revised in R2-102552
R2-102552
Clarification on CSG indicator (Release 8)
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
- change marks in coversheet need to be removed

-Impact analysis should say: “No interoperability issue is expected. Specification is only clarified”

-Other comments should indicate this is not based on the latest version of the spec.

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102575
R2-102387
Clarfication on CSG indicator (Release 9)
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-moved from 9.3

-Same comments
=>The CR is revised in R2-102553
R2-102553
Clarfication on CSG indicator (Release 9)
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
- change marks in coversheet need to be removed

-Category is A

-Impact analysis should say: “No interoperability issue is expected. Specification is only clarified”

-Other comments should indicate this is not based on the latest version of the spec.

 =>With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102576
REL-8 RANimp-DCHSDPA (RAN1):
R2-102433
Considering cells associated with all configured downlink frequency as barred cell after reception of RRC Connection Release
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-8
TEI8
=>Revised in R2-102545
R2-102545
Considering cells associated with all configured downlink frequency as barred cell after reception of RRC Connection Release
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-8
TEI8
-Nokia asks what is the use case for this issue. LG indicates the counter check procedure.

-Ericsson: The CR would not solve a security problem, it would only help UE not to reselect to a fake cell. Also, if the CR was to be agreed, we should only bar the cell, not the full frequency.

-LG: We need to align the procedure from existing NAS procedure on UE behavior when detecting false PS.

-Nokia: This determination of false BS would happen during authentication procedure where only one frequency is configured.

-No significant use case is found to solve this issue.

=>Noted
R2-102434
CR on Considering cells associated with all configured downlink frequency as barred cell after reception of RRC Connection Release
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
TEI8
-WI code incorrect, should be RANimp-DCHSDPA

-Why is 24.008 impacted?

=>Related to not agreed R2-102545. Not treated
R2-102435
CR on Considering cells associated with all configured downlink frequency as barred cell after reception of RRC Connection Release
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331
A

REL-9
TEI8

-WI code incorrect, should be RANimp-DCHSDPA

=>Related to not agreed R2-102545. Not treated
REL-8 RANimp-HSDSCH (RAN2):

R2-102048
Clarification for Enhanced serving cell change on removal of a RL.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
RANimp-HSDSCH
-NSN: the 2 bullets above can be interpreted to removed this additional information.

-Qualcomm: it would be beneficial to have that clarification

-Samsung: the wording for the UE action should be reworded

-Alcatel-Lucent: “clear the entry "E-DCH RL Info other cells"  in the table "Target cell preconfiguration information" The exact wording is to be worked offline

=>The CR is revised in R2-102554
R2-102554
Clarification for Enhanced serving cell change on removal of a RL.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
F

REL-8
RANimp-HSDSCH
- This needs to mention it is not based on the latest version of the spec

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102577
R2-102049
Clarificatio for Enhanced serving cell change on removal of a RL.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-HSDSCH
=>The CR is revised in R2-102555
R2-102555
Clarificatio for Enhanced serving cell change on removal of a RL.
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-HSDSCH
- This needs to mention it is not based on the latest version of the spec

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-102578
R2-102091
Enhanced serving cell Change â€“ allowing the re-addition of a RL in order to update target cell preconfiguration information.
Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei, Nokia, InterDigital
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
RANimp-HSDSCH
-RAN3 needs to have a discussion on how to handle their corresponding CR (there could be a different solution in RAN3).

-The CR needs to be posponed to the next meeting.

=>The CR is postponed
R2-102093
Enhanced serving cell Change â€“ allowing the re-addition of a RL in order to update target cell preconfiguration information.
Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei, Nokia, InterDigital
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
RANimp-HSDSCH
=>The CR is postponed
REL-8 TEI8:

R2-102186
Clarification on inter RAT PS HO to UTRAN not activating ciphering(Opt1)
Panasonic
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
-no shadow?

-Nokia: The note applies regardless so interpretation 2 should apply.

-Ericsson: Agree with Nokia’s interpretation 2. Also the note should not mandate a UE interpretation

-We agree that interpretation 2 is the right one.

=>The CR is not agreed
R2-102189
Clarification on inter RAT PS HO to UTRAN not activating ciphering(Opt2)
Panasonic
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
-no shadow?

-Nokia: it’s already clear. If we really needed a change the note should be moved elsewhere, not under any branch.

-Ericsson: we normally put the note above the sentence indicating the issue.

-We agree that interpretation 2 is the right one.
=>The CR is not agreed
R2-102188
UE category clarification
ZTE
Disc
REL-8
TEI8
=>Revised in R2-102541
R2-102541
UE category clarification
ZTE
Disc
REL-8
TEI8
-NSN: if NB is rel’7, why is he told UE is cat 19? 

-Chairman: RNC-UE are in sync, only RNC-NB are out of sync, what is there to address in RAN2?

-HW: This is an implementation issue. There is nothing to address in spec.

=>Noted. Proposal not agreed.
R2-102190
Correction on UE category
ZTE
CR
25.306
F
REL-8
TEI8
=>Related proposal in R2-102541 not agreed. CR not treated.
R2-102191
Correction on UE category
ZTE
CR
25.306
A
REL-9
TEI8
=>Related proposal in R2-102541 not agreed. CR not treated.
R2-102192
UE category explicitly configuration
ZTE
Disc
REL-8
TEI8

=>Revised in R2-102542 (not R2-102142: collision)
R2-102542
UE category explicitly configuration
ZTE
Disc
REL-8
TEI8
-Samsung: What is the gain from the smaller value? Nobody seemed to have a problem with the existing value.

-ZTE: We would like to make sure more precise values are used. 

-Alcatel-Lucent: what is the gain?

=>Noted, proposal not agreed
R2-102193
Correction on explicitly configuration of UE category
ZTE
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
=>Related proposal in R2-102542 not agreed. CR not treated.
R2-102194
Correction on explicitly configuration of UE category
ZTE
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI8

=>Related proposal in R2-102542 not agreed. CR not treated.
R2-102233
Clarification on SRVCC
HTC
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
-Nokia: first change is fine however second change removes SR-VCC for inter-RAT.

-HTC: in case of inter-RAT, how does UE map the RAB? Nokia points to 24.008. HTC indicates in LTE, the voice RAB is identified with QCI=1.

-Nokia: the rab id maps to a CN SAPI, with this change the CN would need to maintain the same SAPI

-Companies need to discuss offline wether this would have an impact on CN spec

-NSN: We need to check if the SRVCC condition is used in other parts of tabular.  That can be looked at.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102556
R2-102556
Clarification on SRVCC
HTC
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
- HTC: a clarification was added in rab info to replace

-Companies need to check offline

-We need to check if the UE needs to expect the same bearer identity between EUTRA and UTRA

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-102235
Clarification on SRVCC
HTC
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI8
-not realy shadow, probably typo in last change (“within E-UTRAN”)

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-102332
Correction to SRB1 mapping info description
New Postcom
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
-WI code should be RANimp-EnhState, CR should be starting from rel’7

=>Revised in R2-02521

R2-102521
Correction to SRB1 mapping info description
New Postcom
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8
-Qualcomm: change “variable” -> “the variable”

-Reason for change is not correct anymore

-Category needs to be “d”

=>The CR is not agreed.
R2-102333
Correction to SRB1 mapping info description
New Postcom
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI8
=>Revised in R2-02522

R2-102522
Correction to SRB1 mapping info description
New Postcom
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI8
=>Related CR R2-102521 not agreed. Not treated
Late/Not available:

R2-102282
Enhanced CELL_FACH  MAC format for PCCH and BCCH- Rel 7
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
F
REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate

R2-102283
Enhanced CELL_FACH  MAC format for PCCH and BCCH- Rel 8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
A
REL-8
RANimp-EnhState

R2-102284
Enhanced CELL_FACH  MAC format for PCCH and BCCH- Rel 9
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
A
REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
R2-102279
Size constraints on UE band capabilities for UTRA - Rel 8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
TEI8

R2-102280
Size constraints on UE band capabilities for UTRA - Rel 9
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
A
REL-9
TEI8
All 5 CRs are withdrawn
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9.1
DC-HSDPA with MIMO (RP-090332)

(RANimp-DC_MIMO, leading WG: RAN1, started: March 09, closed: Dec. 09, WID: RP-090332)

R2-102329
Update to stage 2 description for DC-HSDPA with MIMO
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.308
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
-The CR needs to be re-written on the latest version of 25.308

-Alcatel-Lucent: we shouldn’t remove the “two” in second bullet

-Huawei: we shouldn’t refer to “HS-DSCH serving cell”, only “cell” (i.e. remove this change)

-The word “bits” is listed twice but that was corrected in the R10 version (which isn’t available)(that should be indicated in the shadow version)

-The shadow CR will need to be available at the next meeting

=>The CR is revised in R2-102570
R2-102570
Update to stage 2 description for DC-HSDPA with MIMO
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.308
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
=>The CR is agreed in principle
9.2
DC-HSUPA (RP-090014)

(RANimp-DC_HSUPA, leading WG: RAN1, started: March 09, target: March 10, WID: RP-090014)

R2-102039
Dual Cell E-DCH operation correction
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=>The CR is revised in R2-102569
R2-102569
Dual Cell E-DCH operation correction
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Interdigital
CR
25.331
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-Nokia: use of term “secondary used frequency” is confusing. Does it refer to DL or UL? Reader needs to understand how procedure will work, the term has indeed not be used before. Nokia suggests to use “DL frequency associated with the secondary UL frequency”. In order to clarify this, we could have a definition for secondary used frequency in 3.1.




-We can see a proposal for this definition

-Nokia: UE should also check consistency between DC DL freq and DC UL freq. Nokia points out there may be an impact in 8.6.6.45.

-Huawei: the proposal from interdigital was clearer. Interdigital explains that the sentence was placed too late in procedure.

-Huawei: we should also consider the case where freq info for primary is changed then UE should deactivate secondary carrier. NSN asks why? Because if we change the primary freq then UE has to do a hard HO and UE should deactivate the secondary carrier. Ericsson points out this was not the agreement from previous discussions. This would be a new discussion and can be considered separately.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102571
R2-102571
Dual Cell E-DCH operation correction
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Interdigital
CR
25.331
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=>The CR is withdrawn
R2-102057
Enhanced serving cell change - allowing update of the secondary freq for HICH/RGCH other RL
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-HSDSCH, RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-rel’9 CR, more appropriate AI is 9.2

-RAN3 needs to decide on how to solve their part

=>The CR is postponed
R2-102083
Analyzing the happy-bit anomaly for DC-HSUPA
Samsung
Disc
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-Huawei: we agree with Samsung’s analysis. No significant issue was found.

=>The group agrees with Samsung’s conclusion.

=>Noted
R2-102271
Figure correction: UE side MAC architecture / MAC-is/i details (FDD)
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-The CR will need to be rewritten on the new specification

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-102426
CR on Active set on secondary frequency for DC-HSUPA
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-Impact analysis missings

-NSN: agree with the intention but this doesn’t cover the 4C case so it’s not forward compatible. A rewording could be forward compatible. 

-Chairman: existing statement is correct.

-Infineon: CR is not needed; the existing statement is correct and any modification would need further correction.

-Interdigital: existing sentence is misleading because the cells on secondary frequency may be part of some active set. Qualcomm agrees the statement is misleading.

-Infineon: we can refer to secondary UL but mentioning its absence.

-Samsung: we can remove the sentence all together.

-Companies can discuss offline how they want to address this.

=>Offline discussion: the procedure text would need to be updated in 8.3.4.2 to clarify the active set the RL is part of. Further offline discussion is needed.

=>The CR is postponed
R2-102428
Performing a synchronization procedure A after reception of a HS-SCCH order for secondary uplink frequency activation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-9

RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-Interdigital: the conditions for starting sync A procedure are mentioned in 25.214.

-Qualcomm: RRC does indicate to start sync A so it’s not always consistent. However in case of DC-HSUPA, HS orders do trigger sync A so it’s fine that it’s indicated in 25.214 and not 25.331. There is no harm in mentioning it in both specs because that’s how it was done before as well. 

-Samsung: we agree that RRC should also mention this.

=>The group agrees the trigger can be added in RRC. After further discussion, it was agreed that no change is needed

=>Noted

R2-102429
CR on performing a synchronization procedure A after reception of a HS-SCCH order for secondary uplink frequency activation
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331


F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-impact analysis missing

-Samsung: we shouldn’t replace one procedure by the other, both need to be performed

-Ericsson: reason for change needs to justify the change. One justification is to make spec procedures consistent

=>The CR is revised in R2-102572
R2-102572
CR on performing a synchronization procedure A after reception of a HS-SCCH order for secondary uplink frequency activation
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331


F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=>The CR is withdrawn
R2-102436
Clarification on the use of 'Frequency Info' for DC-HSUPA
InterDigital
CR
25.331

F
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-impact analysis missing

-CR is merged in R2-102569

Late/Not available

R2-102424
Active set on secondary frequency for DC-HSUPA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

9.3
Home-NB enhancements (RP-091392)
(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09, closed: March 10, WID: RP-091392)

Covering LTE specific stage-2 aspects and LTE stage-3 aspects. Common UMTS/LTE aspects should be discussed under 4.2.

Stage2/stage 3 CRs

R2-102152
Correction to manual CSG ID selection
Huawei
CR
25.367
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-other spec impacted needs to list 25.304

-ST-Ericsson: why change “is allowed” to “shall”. Also, no need to indicate triggers for registration in 25.304; if needed we can have looser wording and reference to NAS.

-Huawei: agree that NAS text doesn’t need to be repeated. However “shall” is the correct behavior.

-Qualcomm: agree with Ericsson that requirements need to be captured in NAS.

-Nokia: “is allowed” is justified because UE may select CSG not from whitelist.

-Ericsson: CR is not needed. If we have a CR, we should only mention NAS spec

-Qualcomm: CR is not needed. Similar contribution in LTE was not agreed R2-102155. Huawei points out this is a stage 2 CR. 

-DT: Reference to NAS is useful. Coversheet refers to wrong spec.

-Huawei: spec should be clear; a reference would be useful.

=>The CR is not agreed.
R2-102153
CR to 25.304 on Correction to manual CSG ID selection
Huawei
CR
25.304
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

-other spec impacted needs to list 25.367

=>Withdrawn

R2-102154
Some corrections to 25.367
Huawei
CR
25.367
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-Alcatel-Lucent: references should be corrected rather than removed

-Alcatel-Lucent: why change “srnc” ->”macro cell” ? SRNC makes the decision.

-Alcatel-Lucent: UE doesn’t “use” CSG Id for handover, it reports it.

-ST-Ericsson: no need to remove autonomous serach function, just add “e.g.”. Nokia doesn’t see why we should give any example. Deleting it is fine. Qualcomm would like some guidance in spec as in LTE. Nokia asks why it needs any guidance? UE can do whatever it wants. Qualcomm would like to add a statement that it’s based on UE implementation.



-We’ll modify the sentence to say “based on UE implementation”.

-ST-Ericsson: Not clear the “cSG-ID” should be added in 4th bullet

-NEC: why change marks on definitions. That’s formating.

-ST-Ericsson: Clauses affected need to be exact.

=>The CR is revised in R2-102573
R2-102573
Some corrections to 25.367
Huawei
CR
25.367
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
 -The CR is not based on an existing version of the spec. We can only agree with the principle

-Qualcomm: strongest cell definition should also refer to TDD spec. But 25.367 is a HNB spec which doesn’t apply to TDD.

=>The CR is postponed

R2-102418
Clarification on the CELL_INFO_CSG_LIST
HTC
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-Impact analysis missing

-Nokia: Cell-info-csg-list can only be received in measurement control so CR is not correct. Where is the inconsistency? Inconsistent with 8.4.0. Nokia indicates there is no inconsistency, NW can configure any cells for CSG measurements. No changes are needed.

-Qualcomm: CR is not required

=>CR is not agreed.
Open issue on event triggered reporting

R2-102158
CR to 25.331 on supporting event triggered reporting for CSG inbound mobility under dedicated frequency deployment
Huawei
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>Not treated.
R2-102388
Event-triggered reporting for CSG inter-frequency measurements
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-Nokia: agree with the analysis and points out the false triggering issue that may happen with having cell info list. This is addressed in their contribution. Qualcomm points out the false triggering issue is different from what Nokia is refeing to in their contribution

-ST-Ericsson: agrees with Nokia regarding the issue of false triggering however it’s an existing issue.

=>Noted

R2-102390
CR to include event-triggered reporting for CSG inter-frequency measurements
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
not treated

R2-102404
Inter-frequency CSG events and measurement evaluation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-Qualcomm: w=0 case exists for macro case and it works in current NWs. Nokia agrees it’s used however there is SHO in macro scenario which doesn’t create the issue. Qualcomm indicates with w=0, the size is set to 1 hence no SHO applies. Nokia points out in SHO, not so accurate measure is ok because when UE is moved to other cell it will be in SHO and other links will provide robustness. Qualcomm points out even if there is no SHO, NW will get good info on the csg cell before being handed over. 

-DT: trying to understand the use case. There is some benefit in some scnearios but DT would like to understand how much gain this would provide to justify the additional complexity. Qualcomm would like to see some analysis on how much better that scheme would be and if the “no trigger” would happen as well. Nokia points out the event 1c hysteresis would mitigate the no-report issue. Nokia would also like to get some analysis on why legacy mechanism works. Qualcomm points out it is re-using the legacy mechanism.

-ST-Ericsson: would like more time to evaluate the approaches. Have a slight preference for re-using the existing mechanism. 

-Alcatel-Lucent: agrees with ST-Ericsson. Huawei agrees.


-Nokia points out the extra complexity lies on the maintenance on the VAS, the other mechanisms are very simple compared to that. Qualcomm indicates the reseting of timer is an additional procedure that doesn’t exist.

-Qualcomm: Believe false trigger problem is not significatn since it exists for legacy NW. Solution proposed may generate other issue of never triggering a report. 

-Qualcomm: Considers event 1c hysteresis would mitigate the issue pointed out

-Huawei points out SHO could be introduced in the future.

=>Noted

R2-102406
Update of virtual active set handling for inter-frequency CSG measurements
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
C
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-Wrong spec number

=>Not treated

Offline discussion:


-The group agrees to have event triggered reporting. 


-The group agrees to an approach using a csg specific VAS.



-There is no agreement on exactly how the CSG specific VAS is defined


-Alternative 1: set w=0, 



-Alternative 2: VAS-size = 1, allows reusing 1c hysteresis.



There is no agreement on what to do with TTT:




-Keep TTT running when VAS is updated




-Reset TTT when VAS is updated.


- The group agrees to support both co-channel and dedicated channel deployment



-For csg inter freq measurement, csg specific vas is maintained.


- The group agrees that csg specific VAS is maintained based on cell info csg list.

Way forward:


-For next meeting, companies are invited to contribute on explaining how both 
mechanisms work and what are the potential gains/issues.

Others

R2-102053
UMTS Inbound Mobility measurement reporting
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-9

EHNB-RAN2
-Samsung: is there a problem? Alcatel-Lucent points out it’s trying to address tx of 2 messages

-Nokia: proposals 1 and 2 are possible today. Alcatel-Lucent agrees but sees some issues with both. Nokia points out with alt C, it’s not possible to compare hybrid and macro cells with one measurement events.

-Qualcomm: if the reporting criterias are different, the issue won’t happen. Only use case is in when reporting criterias are the same 

-NEC: What is the issue if NW receives both? Alcatel-Lucent considers 1 report is useless.

-Samsung: in the described use case, the UE will indeed send 2 reports however the use case seems unlikely.

-ST-Ericsson: there already are some alternatives and the issue isn’t significant so it doesn’t need to be addressed in release 9.

=>Noted

R2-102055
HNB Inbound Mobility Cell Individual Offset
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-Huawei: we already agreed to not discuss this for release 9 anymore.

-Nokia: are there signaling impacts in R9? Yes. 

-DT: Cell individual offset is quite difficult to configure, there is little incentive to do this in release 9.

=>Noted

9.4
TEI9

R2-102159
Corrections to cell reselection to E-UTRA enhancement
Huawei
CR
25.331
F

REL-9
TEI9
-what does other comment “based on agreed CR R2-101614” mean? Spec was not available.

-Nokia: Is this is change in behavior? Huawei’s intention is that no UE behavior is changed compared to last CR.

-Docomo: There cannot be a configuration where both criterias would be satisfied.

-The principle of the CR is fine.

-Nokia: can it be that a cell with highest Srxlev not have highest Squal? That depends on interference level in the cell. Panasonic explains RSRQ is based on same RSSI for the same frequency so agree with Nokia.

=>The CR is postponed and will be resubmitted written based on the official specification

R2-102200
Clarification of pre-redirection info handling after the redirection from LTE
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-Impact analysis missing

-why TEI9 WI?

-Nokia:The current CR may not correct all the use cases that docomo is trying to address. It may be that system info container is empty. 

-Nokia: if UE has to perform reselection the container will be cleared and those cases won’t be addressed.

-DT: this is not a clarification, it’s an actual correction on setting pre-redirection info.

-Nokia: in order to solve this, a new variable needs to be introduced to catch UE redirected to UTRA.

-NSN: It may happen that UEs comes from LTE without the container. So that won’t solve all issues.

-Huawei: Why would NW redirect UE doing a CS call to LTE? The use case is for UE with PS connection ongoing.

-Do we want to solve the issue? Ericsson asks if there is a NW work around?

-Nokia: if UE performs CS fall back, UE should indicate CS domain.

=>The CR is postponed

R2-102240
Clarification on applying new ciphering configuration in SRNS relocation
HTC
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
TEI9
-Huawei: no need to spec change for this. UEs need to address this by correct implementation. There are other issues that UE may do that aren’t correct.

-HTC: this is why a note was proposed for UE guidance.

-Ericsson: There has been a similar case in the past which triggered a long discussion and in the end nothing was agreed in 3GPP (measurement report during security mode command procedure).

-Nokia: The same procedure cannot be used in this new case.

-Way forward: companies are invited to check this with UE implementation and potential NW impact

=>The CR is postponed

R2-102265
UE supported Frequency band indicator for redirection in RRC CONNECTION REQUEST
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-9

TEI9
-Qualcomm supports the proposal.

-Ericsson: agrees there may be some gain but it’s not significant and UEs/NWs manage without this already today so there is no need to change this now.

-NSN: this change would be optional for UEs so there is no risk for UE implementation now.

-Qualcomm: This issue can happen frequently if UE moves and reselect between frequencies

-ZTE: This is an enhancement, not a correction, how much gain can be achieved. This adds 2 bits to RRC conction rquest so any gain needs to be strongly justified.

-NSN: this proposal will save some signaling from NW to redirect the UE to different frequencies.

-Huawei: idle mode algorithm should ensure UEs are equally distributed among frequencies so the use case is not clear. NSN indicates that depend on operator policy, for example some service can be directed to one frequency or another. Alcatel-Lucent asks if NW would have to update SIB5/bis based on load? The dynamic part is not part of SIB5/5bis, it’s part of the redirection message.

-Vodafone: would the proposal only benefit if operator has more than 2 bands? NSN says it benefits if UE has more than 1 band.

-Vodafone: how will the load balancing work if operator wants to load balance with other RATs? If an operator wants to use the bands for different coverage areas, how can it benefit from the proposal? NSN explain the NW would know early which bands UE supports. 

-NSN: the inter-rat redirection isn’t impacted by this method. There is already a mechanism for inter-RAT where up to 8 frequencies can be indicated

-Qualcomm: the rrc connection request cause can be used by operator so operator can decide based on the cause. Ericsson indicates the establishment cause isn’t trusted by NW.

-Huawei: we need to see some analysis on rach capacity to see if the extra 2 bits are justified.

-There is some support (3 companies) but a number of companies want to see more justification for the gains.

-NSN points out there is a real risk of redirection in NWs.

=>Noted.
R2-102270
UE supported Frequency band indicator for redirection in RRC CONNECTION REQUEST
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
B
REL-9
TEI9
=>Not treated. Related to noted proposal
R2-102314
Redirection Enhancements to UTRAN: Introduction of system information container stored indication
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


C

REL-9
TEI9
-Huawei: UTRAN should not configure UE to CELL_FACH for CSFB. Nokia indicates that’s an implementation choice. Huawei doesn’t think that’s reasonable. Nokia indicates UE may be indicating PS domain even for CSFB case, in this case why should NW  not be able to send UE to cell-fach.

-Nokia explains another benefit is up-to-date NCL can be provided to UE but NW needs to know if UE has stored the information. Huawei thinks there are solutions to this issues without ASN.1 impact, for example with “deferred measurement control”. Alcatel-Lucent agrees.

-Docomo would like to keep the issue open.

=>The CR is postponed.
9.5
Other UTRA Rel-9 WIs
9.5.1
TxAA extension for non-MIMO UEs
(RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO; leading WG: RAN1, started: March 08, closed: Dec. 09, WID: RP-090013)

R2-102253
Correction to MIMO_STATUS and SECONDARY_CELL_MIMO_STATUS setting for Single Stream MIMO
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
-Infineon agrees with the principle but thinks the CR should be reworded.

-Huawei: the CR can be improved to take into account the new CR on 64QAM.

=>We agree that the UE should be able to start TxAA non MIMO operation even if MIMO N_cqi_typeA/M_cqi ratio is not configured.

=>The CR has to be written on the latest specification to verify

=>The CR is postponed.

-Ericsson points out LTE session is considering whether we need impact analysis on rel’9 CRs. There will be a come back on Friday for this.
R2-102254
Support MAC-ehs in Single Stream MIMO case
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
-Qualcomm: needs more time for evaluating the principle. Also the CR is still allowing MAC-hs to be configured

-Infineon: the note should not list a requirement. That can be captured in 25.306. Infineon agrees with the principle. That means 25.331 is not needed? Maybe no. 

-Samsung thinks 25.306 CR is sufficient for UE requirement however if intention is to restrict NW config then 25.331 CR would be needed

-ST-Ericsson agrees that 25.306 CR only is needed for UE rquirement.

-Huawei: It is already clear from spec that MAC-hs cannot be supported with MIMO so for TxAA the same should be assumed. 

=>The CR is postponed.

R2-102258
Support MAC-ehs in Single Stream MIMO case
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.306
F
REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
=>The CR is postponed
9.5.2
Support for different bands for Dual-Cell HSDPA
(RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA; leading WG: RAN4, started: March 08, closed: Dec. 09, WID: RP-090973)

R2-102095
Inter-band Frequency measurements without compressed mode capability
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.306
F
REL-9
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
-overlaps with R2-102207

=>Withdrawn
R2-102207
Corrections to Inter-band measurement capability
Huawei
CR
25.306


F

REL-9
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
-overlaps with 2095

-Infineon: it should be clear that inter-band measurement is not in the same band.

-ST-Ericsson: “not belongs” -> “not belonging”, “belongs” -> “belonging”

-Nokia: why don’t we reuse the CM per band capability? Huawei indicates the RAN4 requirement isnt’ the same. Samsung points out it’s not possible with the existing signaling that UE supports CM on 2 bands out of more-than-2

=>The CR is agreed in principle

9.5.3
Extended UMTS/LTE 800 MHz
(RInImp9-UMTSLTE800; leading WG: RAN4, started: Dec. 08, closed: Sep. 09, WID: RP-080884)

No contributions.
9.5.4
Others

No contributions.
10
UTRA Release 10

10.1
LCR TDD MC-HSUPA (RP-090990)

(TDD_MC_HSUPA; leading WG: RAN1, started: Sep. 09, target: Dec. 10, WID: RP-090990)

[Chairman]: Stage 2 to be completed by RAN#48

-CATT will provide a draft stage 2 CR for the next meeting

10.1.1
L2 architecture

Including impact on user plane, multiplexing, re-ordering functions, MAC-i/is and/or MAC-e/es entities and format

R2-102321
Discussion on TSN extension in MC-HSUPA
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA

-Chairman: why allow to configure with 6 bits? CATT indicates most cases will have ~2 carriers / 6 tx so that would be enough most of the time. UEs would have to support the maximum size.

-What is gained with 6 bits: MAC header would be shorter and transmission is more efficient.

-TD Tech: 9 bits would be needed for the maximum size. In case the number of HARQ processes is 8. If we reuse all harq process for scheduled, more would be needed.

-ZTE: agrees with CATT that 8 bits are sufficient. RAN1 has already agreed that same structure as SC is used.

-TD-Tech wants to use 9 bits to account for non-scheduled. That would need to be proposed in a contribution.-Ericsson: there would be extra NB complexity in receiving both formats. CATT indicates that is explicitly configured. 

-ZTE: SC node-Bs have to be able to support 6 bits so it’s already supported. ZTE considers that would be a cell level parameter, so a particular NB has to support 6 or 8 bits. That’s a deployment consideration.

=>Noted
Agreements:

-TSN extension size

-
what is the max TSN we want to handle?


8 or 9 bits. If no contribution made to show 9 bits are needed, 8 will be used.
-Extended TSN is configurable or fixed?


-We have 2 sizes: 6 bits and the maximum (8 or 9 bits, to be decided).


-The size is explicitly configured by RRC


-UEs will have to support the maximum size of TSN.

-(8 or 9 bits) Extended TSN format (how to fit the extension in the existing format) 3 options are proposed:


-Extend all TSNs to 14 bits


-Have TSN extension field concatenating all extensions after last MAC-is (may not be byte aligned)


-Have TSN extension field concatenating all extensions after MAC-I (needs to be byte aligned)

-6 bits TSN format: -We keep the same format as the SC format
10.1.2
Scheduling

Details on how to handle reporting (e.g. buffer, UPH, SNPL information) and scheduling (e.g. DL scheduling channels)

R2-102234
Considerations on SI structure of MC-HSUPA
New Postcom
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
-For E-RUCCH, SI format is unchanged

=>Noted
R2-102322
Consideration on SI reporting in MC-HSUPA
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
-Newpostcom: if we don’t change SI, it will be transmitted on multiple carriers and there will be redundancy of info (buffer info). 

-The proposal is to have same SI format for both E-RUCCH and E-PUCH.

-Event triggers would remain unchanged

=>Noted
R2-102339
Discussion on SNPL and SI reporting for 1.28M TDD MC-HSUPA
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
-TD-Tech: the inband SI format is assuming only one UPH, that may be different.

-SI reporting on E-PUCH: it can be reported on several carriers if there is available space. For triggered SI, UE chooses among carriers with a grant.

CATT: The existing SI padding mechanism can remain but it may not be necessary to transmit the new SI when padding is available.

-E-RUCCH: re-use the existing format.

=>Noted
R2-102467
Discussion on SI reporting for 1.28Mcps TDD MC-HSUPA
TD Tech
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA

-CATT: we see a lot of complexity on UE dynamic choice of E-RUCCH and there are issues to consider (E-RUCCH overload). TD Tech indicates there is no issue for UE. 


-CATT: in case of RRC reconfig that gets lost at UE, there may be out of sync between UE and NB. It would be easier if there only 1 SI format. .


-SI format will be different for E-RUCCH, 1 new format is used for both inband and E-RUCCH.

=>Noted
Reported RAN1 agreements: 


-UPH is per carrier


-It’s not decided whether you can calculate UPH for other carriers based on one UPH or if we need to transmit several UPHs

UPH Definition


-No change in UPH (UPH is for primary carrier and other carriers can derive their power headroom)


-UPH is per carrier


-UPH is per UE


=>No discussion on this for this meeting. There is an email discussion in RAN1.
SNPL definition


-If SNPL is configured for group of carriers, how is it computed?


-If SNPL is configured for group of carriers, how is SI transmission impacted? How to distinguish SI with SNPL from different groups of carrier?

SI Format


-SI format when transmitted on E-RUCCH


-Unchanged format compared to SC-HSUPA



-1 new extended format (as described in R2-102467)

-SI format when transmitted inband (on E-PUCH)


-Unchanged format compared to SC-HSUPA



-1 new extended format (which one is FFS)
SI Triggers


-Event triggers


Companies are invited to investigate which event triggers to re-use from SC-HSUPA for both E-RUCCH and


 inband

-Periodic triggers


-Baseline assumption: Maintain timers per UE (not per carrier)



- Companies are invited to investigate which periodic triggers to re-use from SC-HSUPA for both E-RUCCH 



and inband
Transmission of SI


-Is SI on E-RUCCH transmitted on all carriers? one carrier (which one)?


-SI on E-RUCCH is transmitted on one carrier.



-Which carrier to transmit on?




-Carrier is configured by RRC




-Carrier is chosen dynamically by UE depending on a metric (e.g. SNPL)


-Is inband SI transmitted on all carriers? one carrier (which one)?


-
For triggered SI, we can transmit one SI per SNPL group (1 SI transmitted on a carrier of first SNPL group, 


2nd SI transmitted on second SNPL group etc…)



-
For triggered SI, if SI format contains several SNPL groups, only 1 SI may be transmitted on one carrier 



only



-
“free” SI (SI transmitted because there is enoug space left) is transmitted on any carrier




-That can depend on SI format.
10.1.3
E-TFC selection
Details on how to perform E-TFC selection, perform power splitting

R2-102471
Considerations on E-TFC selection for LCR MC-HSUPA
TD Tech
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
-ZTE considers the power grant has to be revised jointly.

-Newpostcom: no strong opinion

-CATT: more time is needed to analyze, this is an open issue 

-ZTE: for SC, the E-PUCH is given lower priority. Same rule should apply for MC. TD-Tech would also prefer to keep the same rule. CATT considers maybe other scenarios need to be considered (if SRB is configured on E-PUCH). TD-Tech indicates in SC, we already have a rule that E-PUCH is lower priority than HS-SICH, even if SRB is transmitted.

-Newpostcom: issue 2 needs more time.

=>Noted

Open issues to consider: 

(1) If there are more than one timeslots, where the power grant needs to be revised, how to revise the power grants in these timeslots? The power grant of each timeslot is revised independently or the power grants of all timeslots are revised jointly?

(2) Should we keep the SC rule on channel power priority in MC as well? 

(3) How to prioritize the power between the different carriers?


-Should priority be based on carrier specific parameters (Pe-base, Beta, delta-harq)?

Should we have an email discussion?


-Newpostcom would prefer to analyze the issue internally first.


-No email discussion needed.

10.1.4
Configuration
Including UE categories, common or carrier specific parameters10.1.5 Others

RAN1 discussion? No discussion

R2-102320
Consideration on control channel configuration in MC-HSUPA
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
-ZTE: if we aggregate control channels on one carrier, how can legacy UEs be supported? CATT agrees that would target only MC-UE. Some carriers can be left for legacy UE.

-ZTE: allowing both aggregate and duplicate would be more complex and should be avoided.

-Newpostcom: agrees with CATT.

-Ericsson: in order to support legacy UEs, control channel need to be distributed, not clear gains in aggregating. 

=>Noted
R2-102505
Consideration on carrier channel configuration for MC-HSUPA
TD Tech
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
=>Not treated
-Agreements:


-Control channels are distributed on each carriers and control UEs on that carrier (E-AGCH/E-HICH)


-FFS whether we have a mode where control channels are aggregated on a particular carrier, two possibilities are proposed:



-Mapping between control channel and carrier is configured by RRC



-Mapping between control channel and carrier is dynamic, based on E-AGCH carrier indicator using a reserved bit (would change E-AGCH decoding, legacy UE would not understand).

10.2
4C-HSDPA (RP-091438)

(4C_HSDPA-Core; leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WID: RP-091438)

10.2.1
CRs
Including CRs to stage 2

R2-102103
Corrections to 4C-HSDPA stage 2 description
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.308

F
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core 
-The CR needs to be written on the latest version of the specification 

-We agree with the principle of the CR

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting.
Late/Not available

R2-102268
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA - RRC
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
B
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

R2-102266
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA - MAC
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
B
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
Both CRs are withdrawn
10.2.2
User plane issues
Including segmentation, reordering, HARQ, number of PDUs/TTI

R2-102438
UE processing requirements in 4C-HSDPA
Interdigital
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-[moved from 10.2.5]

-Qualcomm: Propose to agree now on 44.

-LG: would like to keep the same number for both. 56 PDUs.

-Huawei: Doesn’t make sense to increase the number. Keep it to 44.

-NSN: We should keep the same number 44. We can increase the PDU size anyways.

-Nokia: We should keep 44

-Alcatel-Lucent: 56 would be nice for 4 carriers. and 44 for 3 carriers.

-Samsung: 44 for all cases. PDU size needs to be increased for larger bit rates. At the very good channel conditions the PDU size can be increased

-ZTE: 56 to both cases, we may have to change the number in the future so why not change it now.

-NSN: no big need is seen for more than 44.

-Samung: are UEs going to receive 150Mbps bursts for large amount of TTIs?

=>We agree to keep 44 pdus/TTI for 4C-HSDPA UEs.
10.2.3
Mobility
Including measurements, search capability, mobility aspects

R2-102213
UE measurement capability for 4C-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Alcatel-Lucent: Supports both proposals

-Qualcomm: are the 3 proposals exclusive? Not clear

-ZTE: are the proposals for intra-band or inter-band? Proposal is agnostic to the bands.

-Qualcomm: the discussion should be about UE being able to measure without compressed mode.

-Proposal 1: this is a proposal to extend the existing RAN4 requirement to be able to measure 3 additional carriers (instead of 2).



-This is up to RAN4 to decide.

-Additional UE capabilities: 

-Proposal 2/3 are related to additional new capabilities

-Proposal 2: When 3/4C is configured 4C HSDPA UEs has to be able to measure an additional frequency without CM



-That would be any possibility, other frequency in the same band or other frequency in another band



-Qualcomm: what is the need to making this mandatory? Mobility is still based on anchor.



-DT: what would be the UE requirements on measurement? Huawei would consider the same requirements apply


-Ericsson: we have seen no need to require an additional capability from UE, what is the system gain from this requirement

-Proposal 3: When 3/4C is configured, in addition to proposal 2, UE can indicate to NW the additional measurement capabilities without compressed mode.

=>Noted

R2-102264
Signaling UE search capability in 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Samsung: what is the difference between both flags? The first flag is for the case the UE is configured on second carrier, second flag is when UE is not configured on second carrier.

-The new flags would be restricted to the band combinations that the UE supports.

-Alcatel-Lucent: last sentence in proposal 4? Qualcomm agrees it should be removed

- Proposal 1: The UE signals to the network the total number of carriers, including the anchor carrier, on which it can conduct full measurements without compressed mode.

-The proposal is that UE signals a new capability.

-Recycling rel’8/9 flags:


-Ericsson asks what happens when UE moves between RNCs that support different releases

=>Noted

R2-102437
Discussion on UE search capabilities in 4C-HSDPa
InterDigital
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Samsung: proposal 4 would imply a new UE capability where data reception is done in parallel with measurements

-Huawei: deactivation is done by NB and measurment is configured by RNC. How would RNC move the measuremnt to the other carrier when carrier is deactivated? RNC would configure the measuremetn beforehand and it would mean UE wouldn’t need CM.

-Qualcomm: how does it apply with DC-HSUPA? Also what happens if carrier is reactivated? Then UE would need to start CM again.

-Samsung: no spec impact is needed for this.

-Ericsson: we need to focus on proposals 1 and 2.

-Ericsson: if we have proposal 1, what are the NW impact of proposal 2?

-DT: we don’t need to make this agreement now, it can be made later if justification is found

-Nokia: We need to see what the use cases are where NW will benefit from not using CM.

=>Noted

Way forward:

-
Before we decide on any new UE requirement or capabilities to measure additional 
carriers/bands without compressed mode, we need to see an analysis of what are the 
gains from the NW side

-
No need to decide on all details of signaling at this point in time.

Samsung: do we really need to measure all DL frequencies for 4C to work? Measurement for 3 carriers might be sufficient? 

Chairman: That applies also to any new UE capability. 

Qualcomm: some precise use cases can be submitted.

Late/Not available/Withdrawn

R2-102212
UE measurement capability for 4C-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
withdrawn
10.2.4
Configuration 
Including UE categories, common or carrier specific parameters

UE Categories/Capabilities:

R2-102003
UE categories for 4-Carrier HSDPA
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Samsung: proposal 5 would mean UE can indicate independantly 3 and 4 carrier capability? Yes, that’s the goal.

-Qualcomm: any benefit for MIMO-16QAM categories? ST-Ericsson sees a benefit that UE supports 64QAM regardless. Ericsson asks what is the advantage of that UE category? Lower cost/ processing power.

-Infineon: only 4 categories are challenging. Is it typical that MIMO would be configured in all DL carriers? ST-Ericsson indicates the main goal is to limit the number of categories. NW could still configure less MIMO carriers.

-Vodafone: good to have a small number of UE categories. A 16QAM category could still be useful.

-Nokia: is 4 carrier case with MIMO always needed? That would be up to NW configuration. 

=>Noted
R2-102104
UE category definition for 4-carrier HSDPA
Infineon Technologies
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
=>Noted
R2-102210
UE categories for 4C-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Proposal 2 is withdrawn

=>Noted
R2-102262
UE Categories for 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Huawei: is 64Q+MIMO not visible in NW? Qualcomm indicates there are deployment where it is visible but it is not widespread

-ZTE: good to ensure low cost is addressed.

-ST-Ericsson: what is the motivation for 2MIMO configuration? This is for turbo decoder processing impact. There is a point at which processing steps up. ST-Ericsson considers that would open the discussion for also 1 and 3 MIMO

-Vodafone: what is the need for cat 33/34? It should not be limited by UE categories. Qualcomm indicates there is an impact on price. Vodafone points out advertizing middle categories isn’t so useful. 

=>Noted

R2-102392
Discussion on UE categories for 4-carrier HSDPA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Qualcomm: what is the rationale for the code rate limitation? Is it similar to previous limitation in rel’7? Nokia still sees some benefit for the code rate limiation.

=>Noted

Discussion:
-
Number of carriers (3 and 4, 4)?

-
Categories with 3 and 4 carriers will be supported

-
MIMO configuration on zero carriers, all carriers, in-between?


-zero/2/all carriers

-
Code rate difference for 64 QAM:


-
both with and without code rate difference

-
64QAM always supported? Or some configs have 16QAM?


-
Both 16/64QAM configurations


-
64QAM when MIMO is not configured, 16QAM in those carriers where MIMO is configured

Subset of category subset common to all proposals:

	
HS-DSCH category
	Total number of DL Carriers
	Max. number of DL carriers with MIMO configured
	Supported modulations 
	Highest turbo code rate 

	29
	3
	0
	QPSK, 16QAM, 64QAM
	1

	30
	3
	3
	QPSK, 16QAM, 64QAM
	1

	31
	4
	0
	QPSK, 16QAM, 64QAM
	1

	32
	4
	4
	QPSK, 16QAM, 64QAM
	1


R2-102185
Table design for indicating UE's multi-carrier&MIMO information
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-moved from 10.2

=>Withdrawn
Common/carrier specific parameters

R2-102215
Optimizations for Dual-Band 4C-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Those topics have been discussed in RAN1.
noted
-We need to decide which topics are discussed in RAN1 and RAN2, and where the decision needs to be made

-Topics:


-Interaction with CPC (DRX state machine): Wait for RAN1 discussion with RAN4.


-CQI feedback cycle: RAN1


-Common/per-carrier parameters: RAN2 topic


-Activation-Deactivation: RAN1/2 topic

=>RAN1/2 chairmen to discuss scope before we continue on this. There could also be a common session to sort this out.

R2-102263
Signaling and support of band combinations for 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Ericsson: do all UE vendors need to specify information in bullets 1/2/3 to NW? Infineon indicates RAN4 combines the band combination with the number of carriers/band. 

-Nokia: what is the relation with DC-HSUPA? This is an on-going RAN4 discussion.

-ST-Ericsson: How would a NW use the total number of carriers signaled by UE? That would inform NW about number of carriers that can be configured per band.

-For the next meeting, companies are invited to look at what signaling method can be used to address the RAN4 scenarios. Forward compatibility would be required to ensure further RAN4 scenarios can be addressed

=>Noted.

R2-102184
UE indicates multi-carrier&MIMO info. in RRC CONNECTION REQUEST message
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-moved from 10.2

=>Revised in R2-102543
R2-102543
UE indicates multi-carrier&MIMO info. in RRC CONNECTION REQUEST message
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-Nokia: what is the need for indicating this in RRC connection request? To extend the existing fields in Rel’8/9. What is the justification? 2 bits are needed to allocate the resources fast enough. 

-Huawei is not convinced by the gains, the additional bits won’t allow predicting the exact resources. Also there is a cost in signaling.

-Ericsson agrees there is a cost but considers it’s possible to configure the NB resources accurately enough.

-Nokia: we need to be extremely careful in using these bits; in particular for R99 RACH.

-Nokia: are the existing bits not enough?

-Ericsson: current bits are sufficient for DC+MIMO only, nothing else.

=>Noted
No need to treat now:

R2-102397
Introduction of UE categories for 4-carrier HSDPA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.306
B
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

R2-102399
Introduction of UE categories for 4C-HSDPA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
B
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

10.2.5
Others

R2-102058
4C-HSDPA Radio Link Failure Enhancement
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-Samsung: Can’t CQI be used for this purpose? UE knows better that RLF may happen, a warning is more appropriate.

-Interdigital: out-of-sync triggers disabling Tx so UE would have issues transmitting RLF. UE would then turn the tx back on to transmit the RLF warning

-NSN: what is the purpose? NW can mitigate the RLF if another carrier is good.

-Huawei: that may be very difficult to configure and may cause a lot of warnings.

-ZTE: It is good to improve the mobility and think about solutions.

-Vodafone: would that apply to DC? Yes but it’s a bit late.

-Vodafone: there is a similar mechanism in GSM but it’s not really used.

=>Noted

R2-102267
Timer based de-activation of secondary carrier in Dual Band 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
-That was discussed in RAN1

=>Noted.
R2-102363
Power saving solutions for 4C-HSDPA
NSN, Nokia
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-moved from 10.2

-That was discussed in RAN1

-Huawei is proposing a similar mechanism

-Samsung: does this assume a common state machine? 

=>Noted
10.3
RF pattern matching in UMTS (RP-091427)

(LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core; leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, target: June 10, WID: RP-091427)

R2-102272
Support of RF Pattern Matching in UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
=>Revised in R2-102523
R2-102523
Support of RF Pattern Matching in UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
=>Noted
R2-102275
Support of RF Pattern Matching in UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.305
C
REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
=>Revised in R2-102524
R2-102524
Support of RF Pattern Matching in UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.305
C
REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
=>The CR is postponed
R2-102361
RFPM LCS Technology Stage II CR
Polaris Wireless (Rapporteur)
CR
25.305
B
REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
-New co-signers have been added.

=>The CR is postponed
R2-102362
RFPM LCS Technology Discussion Document
Polaris Wireless (Rapporteur)
Disc

REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
-Qualcomm: What procedure is used to acquire RSCP? Would RRC change be needed? RFPM requires additional measurements? Qualcomm asks if that needs RRC change? The intent would be that existing measument present at RRC would be made available for PCAP. No UE impact are expected.

=>Issue is how RFPM will be captured in Stage 2: is it a separate procedure or an extension of an existing procedure (cell-ID)?

-Chairman: What is the technical advantage of a new procedure? That would be unclear to developpers. And it would prevent further evolution of the technology.

-Qualcomm: advantage of a new procedure doesn’t seem technical. Augmentation of the RFPM method can be done by adding some measurements to cell-id.

-Polaris: The WI gives a mandate to introduce the technique.

-Alcatel-Lucent: Would the augmentation technique be added in cell-id or RFPM method?

-Polaris indicates the new measurements would be added under a new PCAP group.

-NSN: would prefer to use the qualcomm approach of extending the existing method

-Alcatel-Lucent: what is the performance benefit of the Polaris approach of adding a new procedure?

-Qualcomm: the 305 text doesn’t accurately describe cell-id and that could be a way to make the technique is clearly described and includes cell-id. Qualcomm’s CR is going somewhat in that direction but not fully. 

-Huawei: can RFPM enhance cell-id only or also other techniques (e.g. OTDOA, IPDL…). RFPM can work together with OTDOA and multiple air interface if UE supports them. Qualcomm agrees that RFPM can be hybridized with other techniques however it won’t benefit from a new procedure

10.4
TEI10

Contributions evaluating potential RAN2 impact due to ANR should be submitted under this agenda item.

Also contributions discussing how to improve ASN.1 quality/maintainability and minimising probability of future ASN.1 problems can be submitted under this agenda item.

ASN.1 issue

R2-102047
UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 Review: Aftermath
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Qualcomm: another proposal is to ensure when a new release spec is created, NCEs should be added. We still need to define who would do this work. We should create the NCE in the same plenary. Proposal says ASAP right now.

-Qualcomm: What is the percentage of late CRs that created the 23% of late issues.

-Nokia: the late CRs are much more likely to cause problems.

-Qualcomm: we should be tolerant about late CRs otherwise deadline may not be met.

-Ericsson: the late CR proposal doesn’t have to be extremely strict.

-Nokia: We can have an email discussion by default for late CRs that really need to be agreed in a particular meeting.

-Qualcomm: don’t we need a R10 CR to create R10 spec? 

-Qualcomm: delaying asn.1 review after official spec availability would only delay asn.1

=>Noted
R2-102408
Improving the asn1 extension mechanism, maintenance, and review process
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
Proposal 1: Consider instead of extending DL-DCCH messages by adding a new critical extension branch to each individual RRC message, we use one of the spare values in the top level message DL-DCCH-MessageType.
- Qualcomm: what is the rationale for recreating the message at every release? Why not use NCE only as in the UL? Ericsson indicates there is a different signaling need on DL compared to UL. 

- Nokia: why not copy the DL technique of CE on the UL? That would be a possibility as well.

- We need to consider maintenance of legacy as well.

Proposal 2: Consider separating FDD and TDD asn1 streams into separate messages from Rel-10 onwards.
-Qualcomm: we like the proposal.

-Ericsson: interesting to consider.

-CATT: What happens to tabular if we separate? There is no impact on tabular.

-CATT: Of if the feature is common? Then there would be duplication.
Proposal 3: Consider whether any LTE asn1 signalling optimisations can be used in UTRA, if we 



separate messages from Rel-10 onwards.

-we can keep monitoring those


-Using a single configuration message instead of all different reconfigurations.


-UEs would need to still maintain legacy messages

Proposal 4: Consider separating the way non-critical extension are presented in the specification by 



release, in order to improve readability of asn1 and/or completely separating UL DCCH messages

-That would extend the nesting decision we had for the MCC compiler issue


-Qualcomm: we can also make use of [[ that is used in LTE. That would create a flatter structure.


-Any change in presentation also creates a disruption for UTRA developpers. It also forces UTRA experts to understand both presentation “styles”.

Consideration 1: Avoid making changes to frozen asn1 releases whenever possible. Any changes made 


after freeze are not subject to the extensive asn1 review we perform after every release.

-Nice to have but difficult to enforce in practice.

Consideration 2: Any CR containing asn1 changes made during the meeting or not submitted before meeting deadline - should not be agreed, without at least further time to review by email approval. Potentially all CRs containing asn1 either have an earlier submission deadline, or have an asn1 email agreement phase in order to check for correctness and clashes. This is in order that issues can be resolved by RAN2 before RAN plenary + not during implementation after RAN plenary. 


-Covered in proposals below.

Consideration 3: Potentially all CRs impacting asn1 could be merged into 1 single asn1 CR, to be 



reviewed and agreed by email after the meeting


-Unrealistic to merge all CRs in 1 because of plenary approval.


-CR merge is currently done by 2 people and responsibility is huge.

Consideration 4: Require that companies making asn1 changes check that their changes as a minimum 


do compile.
-Qualcomm: it seems unrealistic to make this as a rule.

-Ericsson: It’s not complicated to install an ASN.1 compiler. There has been a big improvement recently so maybe the rule isn’t so constraining.

-Nokia: agree with the proposal. It can be made a rule.

-Samsung: that should be a rule.

Consideration 5: In addition to RAN2 secretary, asn1 rapporteur, and 25.331 rapporteur review - company sourcing the CR should also check their CR has been implemented correctly. Especially if it contains extensive corrections to frozen release asn1, and especially if RAN2 secretary indicates it is clashing with other CRs (although ideally clashes should be removed before implementation). Alternatively (or additionally), there could be an additional reviewer/reporter to check that the implementation is correct. 

-How to share the burden? 



-Add a temporary 3rd rapporteur



-Assign number of messages to a number of companies as is done in ASN.1 review but in a more static way (1 release). During ASN.1 review, a different company reviews that part

=>Noted

R2-102274
Simplifying ASN.1 management across releases
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-7

TEI7
wrong agenda item or REL?

-Nokia: proposal needs to be considered but we need to check the implementation of it. One concern is if a rel’7 fix needs to be done with new IEs? 


-Ericsson: This proposal needs to be check from UE implementation side. Also from NW side further check needs to be done.


-Qualcomm: fine from QC UE point of view. From NW point of view, vendors seem to be doing this already.


-Nokia: This would also remove the risk of different text in different releases


-Maintaining a development branch: that could prevent introducing features earlier.


-Nokia: avoiding the development branch may be dangerous if a UE implementation copies the full ASN.1, it may risk implementing a backward incompatible. 



-We would need a development branch.
=>Noted

=> come back on Friday if we can decide on RAN2 specific decisions.

Proposals


=>Draft specifications need to open fast. That needs to be fixed by MCC.



-Qualcomm suggests that a format other then word can be used (PDF, plain text…)


=>Spec needs to be available to starts the review process for ASN.1


=>ASN.1 code should be present in all CRs and shadows before the submission deadline for ordinary meetings and bis meetings


-This can be enforced in a pragmatic manner (late but critical CRs can be addressed with email discussion)


=>Feature introduction in RRC needs to be phased. 



-This can be done at plenary level when RRC timeline is set.


=>R10 CRs need to be provided after plenary when R9 RRC is frozen



-R10 shadows would need to be provided.



-We can start doing this from Montreal meeting onwards by creating R10 shadows.



-We cannot provide the R10 shadows by the Montreal meeting.

ANR for UMTS

RAN2 is requested to “Identify the UE implications of supporting ANR using procedures defined in release 9 for CSG inbound handover, and identify whether this is a sufficient solution or changes would be beneficial to support ANR in order to minimise end user perceived impacts in the UE performance”.

R2-102118
ANR function for UMTS
NEC
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Nokia: is there a contradiction between obs 2 and obs4/5/6? Some additional parameter reporting would be required for HNB identification and macro if neighbor is under a different RNS.

-DT: Is GCID for HNB not sufficient? The GCID would not be sufficient for ANR purposes. 

-Qualcomm: is it not possible that RNC id is available to HNB? That would depend on how the deployment has been done. Alcatel-Lucent would see it as normal that RNC id is provided in the cell id.

-RAN3 agreed that 12/16 bits have been allocated to RNC-ID. 

=>Noted.

R2-102187
Full support of ANR in UMTS
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
=>Revised in R2-102544
R2-102544
Full support of ANR in UMTS
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-ZTE: the existing mechanism could be used however some modifications would be required hence a SI should look at this.

-Huawei: agree that additional issues need to be addressed. Open issue 2 is more of a NW implementation issue. Why is PLMN/LAC/RAC needed to be reported? That can be discussed offline.

-NEC: why new measurement type is needed? The purpose of ANR is different from HNB so having a special mechanism is better suited. 

-Nokia: the ANR is a different use case with different requirments/needs hence it should be distinguished.

=>Noted

R2-102411
Considerations on automatic neighbour relations for UTRA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Vodafone: agree with proposal 1 that csg functionaliy needs to be de-coupled from ANR.

-DT: if ANR is introduced in UMTS, it would be interesting to decouple it.

-Panasonic: LTE agreed to re-use autonomous gap for ANR, what is different? In LTE, autonomous gaps aren’t always required, natural DRX can be reused. But then why is autonomous gap allowed for LTE?

-Ericsson: CSG functionality cannot be re-used for GSM.

-Qualcomm: CSG feature can be re-used, the Nokia arguments are debatable. The alternative proposed by Nokia isn’t very simple either, in particular the CSG functionality wouldn’t impact UE mobility.

-Nokia: the CSG feature can indeed be re-used however there are clear impacts on performance and service trade-offs. Qualcomm considers that ANR would be used quite seldom hence the impact is not so big. 

-Vodafone is concerned about the impact on the macro NW due to re-using the CSG procedure.

-Qualcomm: CSG functionality should not lead to dropped calls because of ANR otherwise the functionality has issues.

-NEC: are parameters other then CSG and GCID required? That’s a ran 3 question.

=>Noted

R2-102568
Discussion about UTRAN ANR
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
TEI10

=>Noted

Way forward:



-Nokia to prepare an LS to RAN/RAN3 to summarize the result of the RAN2 investigation and answer the task.



=>The LS will be provided at the next meeting

Others

R2-102217
Discussion on the non-serving RG down
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Nokia: this is a problem and the proposal should be adopted

-Ericsson: how real is this case? Does it really happen? Huawei indicates the issue has been found in the field and is serious, if SRB is configured on scheduled, a call drop may happen.

-Ericsson: with this proposal a burst of high power may hit the NW.

-Samsung: this UE transmission can impact ROT budget in NW.

-Samsung: why is call getting dropped? UE may have to repeat the SI many times before getting a grant. But then maybe having a grant is not so useful

-Nokia indicates UE is not forced to send an SI even though it has a grant. Samsung points out UE is allowed to send the SI.

-Nokia: even if UE sends SI, there is still the issue of serving grant drop.

-Interdigital: If UE applies NS Grant down, UE won’t listed to absolute grant for 1 HARQ RTT and that can prevent from getting a grant.

-Qualcomm: interesting proposal but needs to be quantified.

=>Noted

R2-102218
Corrections to the non serving RG down
Huawei
CR
25.321
FREL-10
TEI10
=>Not treated.
R2-102219
Extend UM RLC ciphering error detection and recovery mechanism for VoIP
Huawei
CR
25.331
F
REL-10
TEI10
-Nokia: RRC would need to know NAS information? Yes, communication between AS/NAS would depend on UE implementation.

-Nokia: a new IE would be more useful to be sure UE knows about the SSD. That would remove NAS dependency to AS.

-Samsung: Fine with Huawei proposal. Not clear UE can always avoid NAS/AS dependency.

-Qualcomm: fine with the proposal, no need for further info if it’s available at UE.

-Ericsson: interest in the feature, no preference today on how to do this.

-ST-Ericsson: agreement is to look at this for release 10, no adoption of a particular mechanism.

-Samsung: conclusion was that is can work for VoIP. Discussion is about how to be told that rab has VoIP.

=>The CR is postponed
R2-102269
A new event trigger for UEs configured with an E-DCH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Nokia: UE already provides some measurement to the NB. Can’t NB provide this to RNC? Qualcomm agrees that’s a possibility. 

-Huawei: no need for this proposal, this can be solved in implementation specific manner.

-Ericsson: it is an issue, there is no standard mechanism and it would be good to have a standard mechanism. The way forward was to investigate what is the issue and if the solution works.

=>Noted
R2-102409
Discussion on UTRAN L1 activated Compressed Mode Operation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Huawei: how was the HO preparation reduced from 5->1s? Is 1s the minimum preparation?
-Nokia: RRC signaling cut out and saves the 4s. Huawei doesn’t it’s possible to save 4s. That would depend on the signaling we have.

-Huawei: what is the use case? Why is there a wall? If the solution depends on that use case it’s not justified. That’s only 1 use case, others can be found.

-Qualcomm: a break-down of the gain would be very useful to understand the improvement?  What would the gains look like if SRBs are tx on HS? 

-D-Telekom: which CM gaps and configuration we setup won’t impact the point at which the HO is triggered. Nokia points out it would reduce the threshold at which the HO is triggered. 

-Ericsson: general interest. Ericsson interest in interaction between NB/RNC, what is the impact on existing mechanism? How is legacy UE population handled? This population of UE would benefit from the new threshold.

=>Noted
Late/Not available

R2-102102
Enabling Detected Set Feature for inter-frequency Measurements
Deutsche Telekom
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-Alcatel-Lucent: what scenarios should we consider to get those gains? Are there impacts to RAN4? Scenario is for >32 neighbors.

-Huawei: another scenario is inter-freq ANR

-Nokia: Interesting scenario, main concern would be UE performance impact. This proposal doesn’t address additional bands/frequencies. 

-Samsung: issue can be discussed in RAN4 as well.

=>Noted

10.5
Other UTRA Rel-10 WIs
No contributions.
11
Outgoing LS and email discussions for UTRA
11.1
Agreed outgoing LS for UTRA

No LSout from UTRA session.
11.2
Email discussions for UTRA

No email discussions planned for UTRA topics.
12
Left-overs
12.1
LTE ad hoc session

No ad hoc session took place.
12.2
UMTS

No contributions.
13
Outgoing LS and output to other groups for LTE

To: 3GPP2 TSG-C

R2-102516:
[DRAFT] Reply LS on support for 1xRTT congestion controls when interworking with EPS 
=>
LS is approved in R2-102660
To: SA5; Cc: RAN3

R2-102621:
[DRAFT] UE selection handling for MDT

-
Samsung wonders whether question 2 is necessary, and why a previous question 5 on context handling is removed ? NTT DCM thinks it is clear from the description above question2 that there is no RAN2 agreement. A context related question was offline not really considered necessary because that is more a RAN2 issue.

-
NSN wonders if SA5 knows the RAN does not have IMSI/IMEI.

=>
Add note above question 1: "Note: currently eNB is not aware of IMSI/IMEI, RNC not aware of IMEI except for trace"

=>
Add "for example" in; "Furthermore, RAN2 discussed for example ...."

=>
With these changes the LS is agreed in R2-102661
To: SA5

R2-102639:
[DRAFT] LS on PDCP throughput measurements
Huawei
LSout





REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>  Will include the in principle agreed CR (R2-102638 or update if necessary)

=>
With this change the LS is agreed in R2-102655
To: RAN4; Cc: RAN1

R2-102646:
[DRAFT] LS on pathloss measurements in CA scenarios 
-
Huawei wonders if we could also ask if the same pathloss reference can be used for PUCCH, PUSCH and RACH power control. Could add: "Is it possible to only have 1 pathloss estimate used for PUCCH, PUSCH and RACH power control" ? Samsung thinks this is already the Rel-8 situation, so why ask this ?

=>
Question 3, chang to "....ment for a RRM measurement  to be configured...."
=>
Change question 1 to "PRACH/PUCCH/PUSCH transmission (PCC) or PRACH/PUSCH (SCC)"

=>
Second question is updated to: "Can a configured but deactivated CC be used as pathloss reference and is there an acceptable impact to the UE power consumption in that case ?"

=>
With these changes the LS is approved in R2-102662

To: RAN4

R2-102647:
[DRAFT] LS on Radio Link monitoring for Carrier Aggregation
-
Nokia thinks the current formulation of the action is ok. RIM agrees. Motorola would prefer to keep the last part of the question out.

=>
Add RAN1 in CC, and remove comment text

=>
With this change, the LS is approved in R2-102663

To: RAN4

R2-102648:
UE capability/inter-freq measurement handling in CA 

-
Nokia wonders if case C is the case measurement gaps are needed ?  QC indicates that in the LS we do not speak about measurement gaps/scheduling gaps so RAN4 can reply that. QC assumes a gap would be needed.

-
Samsung understands that case A could be both intra-band or inter-band ? QC confirms.

=>
Update question 8 to "
Can an existing. or new sig"

=>
Ericsson thinks it should be clear that question 8 is only relevant if question 1 or 4 is positive

=>
Ericsson would like to ensure that question 8 is applicable both configured activated and dedicated carriers

=>
Will go for 1 week email approval . final version in R2-102664 EMAIL DISC
To: RAN1
R2-102649:
[DRAFT] LS on Primary Component Carrier and Semi Persistent Scheduling 
=>
LS is approved in R2-102654
14
Any other business
=> UMTS Session ASN.1 process progress; will see next meeting.
=> Backward compatibility statements in next meeting for all CRs up to and including Rel-9

=> From next meeting, all CRs up to and including Rel-9 need to be provided before Sunday midnight 24:00

Meeting schedule 2010/2011:
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	Huawei
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	Stockholm, Sweden
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	23 Aug. – 27 Aug. 2010
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	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #71bis
	11 Oct. – 15 Oct. 2010
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	ZTE
	RAN 1/2/3

	RAN2 #72
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	?, USA
	NAF3
	RAN1/2/3/4/5 ++

	RAN #50
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	EF3
	

	RAN2 #72bis
	17 Jan – 21 Jan 2011
	Dublin, Ireland
	EF3
	RAN1/2/3

	RAN2 #73
	21 Feb – 25 Feb 2011
	Taipei, Taiwan
	HTC
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #51
	15 March – 18 March 2011
	?, USA
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	RAN2 #74
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	JF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #52
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	EF3
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	14 Nov. – 18 Nov. 2011
	
	
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5++
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EF3:

European Friends of 3GPP
NAF3:

North American Friends of 3GPP
JF3:

Japanese Friends of 3GPP
++: SA1, SA2, CT1, CT3, CT4, CT6 also co-located
15
Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #69bis. He thanked Huawei for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday April 16th, 2010 at about 17:00.

Annex A:
List of participants

The list of participants of this RAN WG2 meeting #69bis is attached to this report.

Total number of participants: 209 (registered before the meeting: 261)
Annex B:
List of Tdocs
The list of Tdocs of this RAN WG2 meeting #69bis is attached to this report.

Total number of Tdocs:
718 (R2-101950 - R2-102667) of which 68 Tdocs are not available, i.e. 650 Tdocs available.
Annex C:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #69bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(incoming LS, to, from, contact)
	source
	WI
	RAN2 action requested
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-101953
	Reply LS to S2-100939 = R2-100884 and S3-100237 = R2-100885 on solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme (C1-100860; to: SA3, SA2; cc: SA1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Motorola)
	CT1
	SAES, LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101954
	Reply LS to R2-097372 on feasibility of reliable transmission of LPP message (C1-100861; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT4, SA2; contact: Qualcomm)
	CT1
	LCS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101955
	LS on indication of support of priority-based cell reselection (C1-101239; to: GERAN2; cc: CT, SA2, RAN2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	CT1
	GELTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101956
	Reply LS to S2-097525 = R2-100027 on Use cases for cell change indication from MME to E-SMLC (C4-100771; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, RAN3; contact: Andrew)
	CT4
	LCS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101957
	Response LS to R3-100518 = R2-100872 on UTDOA (C4-100801; to: RAN1, RAN3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: TruePosition)
	CT4
	LCS_LTE-NBPS
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101958
	LS on E-RUCCH structure in MC-HSUPA for 1.28Mcps TDD (R1-101687; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: CATT)
	RAN1
	TDD_MC_HSUPA
	nnot explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101959
	Reply LS to S3-100263 = R2-100886 on Architecture choice for LTE-A Relays (R3-101312; to: SA3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	RAN3
	LTE_Relay-Core
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101960
	Reply LS to R2-097438 on Release Independent Aspects of Band Combinations for Dual Band Dual Carrier operation (R4-100967; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	RAN4
	RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101961
	Response LS to R2-097463 on CSG mobility performance (R4-100967; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
	RAN4
	EHNB-RAN2
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101962
	Reply LS to R1-100828 on additional carrier types for LTE-A (R4-100977; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN4
	LTE_CA-Core
	no
	noted
	no
	note: LS R1-100828 was not sent to RAN2;
related CR in R2-102110

	R2-101963
	LS on Band Combination Scenarios for Four Carrier HSDPA (R4-101042; to: RAN; cc: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	4C_HSDPA-Core
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101964
	LS on Feasibility of Non-adjacent Carrier Operation due to Deactivation (R4-101043; to: RAN; cc: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	4C_HSDPA-Core
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101965
	LS reply to R1-100831 = R2-100877 on uplink power control in LTE-A (R4-101064; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	LTE_CA-Core
	not explicitly
	withdrawn
	-
	note: RAN4 is referring to a draft LS R1-100816 under "Response to" and not to the final LS R1-100831 = R2-100877;

Note: R4-101064 was not the final RAN4 LS, see instead R4-101083 = R2-101968

	R2-101966
	LS Response to R5-096644 = R2-096323 on LTE DL Sustained Data Rate Test (R4-101069; to: RAN5; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101967
	LS on signalling support for inter-frequency OTDOA RSTD measurements (R4-101070; to: RAN2; cc: RAN, RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	LCS_LTE
	yes
	noted
	no
	already handled in latest update before previous plenary

	R2-101968
	LS reply to R1-100831 = R2-100877 on uplink power control in LTE-A (R4-101083; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	LTE_CA-Core
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	note: RAN4 is referring to a draft LS R1-100816 under "Response to" and not to the final LS R1-100831 = R2-100877

	R2-101969
	LS on including GERAN system information in RRC Connection Release with redirection (RP-100386; to: GERAN; cc: RAN2; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101970
	LS on CR to 36.331 for e1xCSFB access class barring parameters in SIB8 (RP-100387; to: SA; cc: SA1, RAN2; contact: KDDI)
	RAN
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	R2-102660 sent to inform 3GPP2 about solution
	note: Attached CR was conditionally approved at RAN #47 and SA #47 confirmed that CR is approved

	R2-101971
	LS on UTRA system information transfer to E-UTRAN for CS fallback enhancement (RP-100395; to: GERAN2; cc: RAN3, RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101972
	LS on latest version of TS22.368 (S1-100390; to: SA2, RAN2, GERAN, ETSI TC M2M; cc:  SA, SA3, RAN, RAN3; contact: KPN)
	SA1
	FS_NIMTC_RAN
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101973
	LS on eVoCoder work (S2-101826; to: SA4, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	ECSRA_LAA
	not explicitly.
	noted
	no
	Unclear whether related to REL-9 WI LTEimp-Vocoder

	R2-101974
	LS on Prioritization of NIMTC functions in Rel-10 (SP-100224; to: GERAN, SA1, SA2, SA3, RAN2; cc: RAN; contact: China Mobile)
	SA
	FS_NIMTC_RAN
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101977
	LS on configurable transmission modes for Category 1 UE (R4-101260; to: RAN1; cc: RAN2, RAN5; contact: Huawei)
	RAN4
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	received on Fri of RAN2 #69bis


no:



Although RAN2 action was requested, no LS answer was sent.

postponed:
LS answer was postponed to next RAN2 meeting (note: incoming LS will not be presented again at the next meeting and involved parties are requested to submit proposal for draft outgoing LS answer to next meeting).

Summary:

· In total: 22 LSs received for RAN2 #69bis: 12 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 4related to UTRA, 6 related to joint aspects

· 0 resubmissions from RAN2 #69
· All 22 incoming LSs were noted
· 1 of the 22 incoming LSs was received during the RAN2 #69bis meeting:

· R2-101977 = R4-101260
Incoming LSs for which the LS answer was postponed so far:

RAN2 #69:

R2-100875
LS on Support for 1xRTT congestion controls when interworking with EPS (C03__TSG-C_LS_to_3GPP_RAN2_re_1xRTT_congestion_controls; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: 





Qualcomm)
3GPP2 TSG-C

RAN2 #68bis:

R2-100013
LS on use of emergency cause value for TAU (CP-091060; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: SA2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
CT
R2-100029
Reply LS to R2-097372 on feasibility of reliable transmission of LPP message (S2-097527; to: RAN2; cc: CT1, CT4; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
SA2
R2-100031
Reply LS to C1-094652 = R2-096231, R2-096277, S2-096387 = R2-096319, C1-095733 = R2-100008, R3-093403 = R2-100018, C1-095748 = R2-100010,




S2-096386 = R2-096318, R2-097461, C1-095744 = R2-100009, R3-093339 = R2-100015, R2-096278 on PLMN confusion during EPS-AKA (S3-092168; to: CT1, SA2, RAN2; 



cc: CT4, RAN3; contact: Qualcomm)
SA3
RAN2 #68:

R2-097377
LS on PDCCH monitoring set for carrier aggregation in LTE-Advanced (R1-095056; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: CATT)
RAN1

RAN2 #67bis:

R2-096212
Reply LS to R2-094096 on H(e)NB Inbound Mobility (R4-094030; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4

RAN2 #66bis:

R2-093627
LS on unavoidability of PCI Collision in the presence of HeNBs (R3-091399; to: RAN2, RAN1; cc: RAN4; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
R2-093628
LS on Network Based Solutions for Active Mode Inbound Mobility to H(e)NB Cells (R3-091460; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
RAN2 #65bis:

R2-091988
Reply LS to R2-091142 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation (C1-091198; to: RAN2, GERAN1; cc: SA2; contact: NEC)
CT1
R2-092002
Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells (RP-090358; to: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: AT&T)
RAN

R2-092682
LS on on CSG Access Control during inbound handover (R3-091004; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3

RAN2 #65:

R2-091891
LS on UE support of CSG in Rel-8 (R3-090588; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

RAN2 #63bis:

R2-084976
Response LS to R2-084823 on HSPA Rel-8 Feature Dependencies (RP-080748; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
RAN

RAN2 #63:

R2-083821
LS reply to R2-082899 on CSG cell identification (R1-082762; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1

R2-084612
LS on connected mode mobility support for 3G Home NodeBs (R3-082244; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3

RAN2 #62bis:

R2-083065
Reply LS to C1-081422 = R2-082064 and R2-082041 on E-UTRAN Identifiers (R3-081534; to: RAN2, CT1, CT4, SA2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

R2-083072
LS reply to R2-081368 on Load balancing signalling on QCI (R3-081607; to: RAN2, SA2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3

RAN2 #62:

R2-082063
Reply LS to S3-080229 = R2-081918 and R2-082036 on outstanding NAS messages (C1-081386; to: SA3, RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
CT1

R2-082086
Reply LS to R2-081380 on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures (S2-083171; to: 



RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1, SA3; contact: NSN)
SA2
R2-082088
LS Request for Evaluation Framework Link Level Data (S4-080256; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
SA4
R2-082096
LS on AS and NAS message protection (S3-080502; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: NSN)
SA3
R2-082099
Reply LS on "outstanding NAS messages from RAN2 (R2-082036) and CT1 (C1-081386=R2-082063) (S3-080525; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: NSN)
SA3

RAN2 #61bis:

R2-081404
LS on Decision of MBMS and LCS in SAE Rel8 Scope Discussions (SP-080223; to: SA2, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: SA1, GERAN2; contact: NTT)
SA
R2-081413
Reply LS to R2-075478 on CSG related mobility (stage 2 text) (GP-080417; to: SA1, RAN2; cc: SA2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN1; contact: NSN)
GERAN
R2-081428
LS on Measurements for self optimisation of cell selection/reselection parameters (R3-080565; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NEC)
RAN3
R2-081921
LS on CS Fallback (S2-081993; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NTT)
SA2
R2-082024
Reply LS to R3-080543 = GP-080283 on applicability of “subscriber type” indication for UTRAN & GERAN (G2-080228; to: SA2, RAN3, RAN2; cc: GERAN, CT1; contact: 




Ericsson)
GERAN2

RAN2 #61:

R2-080649 (R1-075105) Reply to RAN2 LS on signaling for DL data arrival (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-080655 (R3-072408) LS on feasibility of using RLF recovery to aid neighbour discovery (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-080673 (R3-072403) LS on Inter-RAT/frequency Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-081326 (R1-081103) Reply LS to R2-075467 on Uplink Coverage for LTE

Annex D:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #69bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.

	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-102654
	Primary Component Carrier and Semi Persistent Scheduling
	RAN1
	-
	Samsung
	-
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	

	R2-102655
	PDCP throughput measurements
	SA5
	-
	Huawei
	S5-094332 = R2-100888
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	attached CR was in principle agreed by email discussion [69b#1] after RAN2 #69bis

	R2-102660
	Support for 1xRTT congestion controls when interworking with EPS
	3GPP2 TSG-C
	-
	Motorola
	R2-100878
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	

	R2-102662
	Pathloss measurements in CA scenarios
	RAN4
	RAN1
	Nokia
	-
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	

	R2-102663
	Radio Link monitoring for Carrier Aggregation
	RAN4
	RAN1
	Ericsson
	-
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	

	R2-102664
	UE RF model and capability
	RAN4
	RAN1
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	agreed by email discussion [69b#2] after RAN2 #69bis

	R2-102666
	MDT questions
	SA5
	RAN3
	NTT DOCOMO
	-
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	


Summary:

In total 7 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #69bis (including 2 agreed by email):
6 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 0 related to UTRA, 1 related to joint aspects.
Annex E:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #69bis

In total 68 in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #69bis (incl. cat.A; 40 for UTRA specs, 28 for LTE specs) will be resubmitted to RAN2 #70:

The following table includes already Tdoc and CR numbers allocated for RAN2 #70 for all in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #69bis:
	RAN2 #70 Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	SI/WI
	RAN2 #69bis Tdoc

	R2-102676
	Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-7
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.301
	0107
	-
	F
	REL-7
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-102534

	R2-102677
	Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-8
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.301
	0108
	-
	A
	REL-8
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-102535

	R2-102678
	Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301 -Rel-9
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.301
	0109
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-102536

	R2-102679
	Corrections to Inter-band measurement capability
	Huawei
	25.306
	0267
	-
	F
	REL-9
	RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
	R2-102207

	R2-102680
	Update to stage 2 description for DC-HSDPA with MIMO
	Infineon Technologies
	25.308
	0090
	-
	F
	REL-9
	RANimp-DC_MIMO
	R2-102570

	R2-102681
	Update to stage 2 description for DC-HSDPA with MIMO
	Infineon Technologies
	25.308
	0091
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-DC_MIMO
	R2-102570

	R2-102682
	Corrections to CRC attachment entity in MAC-i/is
	Infineon Technologies
	25.319
	0065
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102548

	R2-102683
	Corrections to CRC attachment entity in MAC-i/is
	Infineon Technologies
	25.319
	0066
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102548

	R2-102684
	Corrections to CRC attachment entity in MAC-i/is
	Infineon Technologies
	25.319
	0067
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102548

	R2-102685
	Error correction on MAC-es PDU to MAC-is PDU
	LG Electronics Inc.
	25.319
	0068
	-
	F
	REL-8
	TEI8
	R2-102537

	R2-102686
	Error correction on MAC-es PDU to MAC-is PDU
	LG Electronics Inc.
	25.319
	0069
	-
	A
	REL-9
	TEI8
	R2-102538

	R2-102687
	Clarification on HS-SCCH less operation when MAC-ehs is configured
	Infineon Technologies
	25.321
	0641
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-CPC
	R2-102105

	R2-102688
	Clarification on HS-SCCH less operation when MAC-ehs is configured
	Infineon Technologies
	25.321
	0642
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-CPC
	R2-102105

	R2-102689
	Clarification on power offset selection in enhanced CELL_FACH for LCR TDD
	CATT
	25.321
	0643
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-102116

	R2-102690
	Clarification on power offset selection in enhanced CELL_FACH for LCR TDD
	CATT
	25.321
	0644
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-102117

	R2-102691
	Correction to the description of scheduler in enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD
	TD Tech
	25.321
	0645
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-102566

	R2-102692
	Correction to the description of scheduler in enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD
	TD Tech
	25.321
	0646
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-102507

	R2-102693
	Corrections to MAC-i/is
	Infineon Technologies
	25.321
	0647
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState, RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	R2-102549

	R2-102694
	Corrections to MAC-i/is
	Infineon Technologies
	25.321
	0648
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState, RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	R2-102549

	R2-102695
	Figure correction: UE side MAC architecture / MAC-is/i details (FDD)
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.321
	0649
	-
	F
	REL-9
	RANimp-DC_HSUPA
	R2-102271

	R2-102696
	Scheduling Information transmission for Enhanced CELL_FACH
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.321
	0650
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102546

	R2-102697
	Scheduling Information transmission for Enhanced CELL_FACH
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.321
	0651
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102547

	R2-102740
	Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.321
	0652
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102594

	R2-102741
	Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.321
	0653
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102590

	R2-102698
	Alignment of tabular to ASN.1 in IE Downlink information for each radio link" for TDD"
	TD Tech
	25.331
	4119
	-
	A
	REL-9
	TEI4
	R2-102588

	R2-102699
	Clarfication on CSG indicator (Release 9)
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4120
	-
	A
	REL-9
	HNB-supp
	R2-102576

	R2-102700
	Clarification for Enhanced serving cell change on removal of a RL.
	Alcatel-Lucent
	25.331
	4121
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-HSDSCH
	R2-102577

	R2-102701
	Clarification for Enhanced serving cell change on removal of a RL.
	Alcatel-Lucent
	25.331
	4122
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-HSDSCH
	R2-102578

	R2-102702
	Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-i is configured
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.331
	4123
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	R2-102584

	R2-102703
	Clarification of DL MAC header type setting when MAC-I is configured
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.331
	4124
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
	R2-102585

	R2-102704
	Clarification of Tx interruption after trigger handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle mode
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.331
	4125
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102586

	R2-102705
	Clarification of Tx interruption after trigger handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle mode
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.331
	4126
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102587

	R2-102706
	Clarification on CSG indicator (Release 8)
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4127
	-
	F
	REL-8
	HNB-supp
	R2-102575

	R2-102707
	Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for ”Support of CSG” in “UE radio access capability”
	Huawei
	25.331
	4128
	-
	F
	REL-8
	HNB-supp
	R2-102579

	R2-102708
	Correct the inconsistency between tabular and ASN.1 for ”Support of CSG” in “UE radio access capability”
	Huawei
	25.331
	4129
	-
	A
	REL-9
	HNB-supp
	R2-102580

	R2-102709
	Correction to the E-RUCCH transmission on the secondary frequency during RRC state transition for 1.28 Mcps TDD
	TD Tech
	25.331
	4130
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-102591

	R2-102710
	Correction to the E-RUCCH transmission on the secondary frequency during RRC state transition for 1.28 Mcps TDD
	TD Tech
	25.331
	4131
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-102593

	R2-102711
	Handling of RRC Unrecoverable Error in Enhanced CELL_FACH
	BROADCOM CORPORATION
	25.331
	4132
	-
	F
	REL-7
	RANimp-Enhstate
	R2-102574

	R2-102712
	Handling of RRC Unrecoverable Error in Enhanced CELL_FACH
	BROADCOM CORPORATION
	25.331
	4133
	-
	A
	REL-8
	RANimp-Enhstate
	R2-102574

	R2-102713
	Handling of RRC Unrecoverable Error in Enhanced CELL_FACH
	BROADCOM CORPORATION
	25.331
	4134
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-Enhstate
	R2-102574

	R2-102714
	CR to 36.300 for CSFB to 1xRTT
	Motorola
	36.300
	0228
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-102624

	R2-102715
	Proposed CR to 36.322 on RLC re-establishment for MBMS
	LG Electronics Inc.
	36.300
	0229
	-
	F
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-102635

	R2-102716
	Stage 2 description of Carrier Aggregation
	Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
	36.300
	0230
	-
	B
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	R2-102645

	R2-102717
	Stage2 correction for HeNB inbound handover
	Huawei
	36.300
	0231
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-102637

	R2-102718
	Stage-2 description of relaying into 36.300 capturing RAN2 #69bis agreements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.300
	0232
	-
	B
	REL-10
	LTE_Relay-Core
	R2-102659

	R2-102719
	Correction to RSRQ definition to align with TS 36.214
	Research In Motion UK Limited
	36.302
	0020
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-102138

	R2-102720
	Throughput Measurement
	Ericsson
	36.314
	0020
	-
	B
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-102658

	R2-102721
	Clarification on UE behaviour w.r.t DRX cycle change and onDurationTimer test (Procedural change)
	Samsung
	36.321
	0423
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-102441

	R2-102722
	Clarification on UE behaviour w.r.t DRX cycle change and onDurationTimer test (Procedural change)
	Samsung
	36.321
	0424
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-102442

	R2-102723
	Correction to MBMS description
	MediaTek Inc.
	36.321
	0425
	-
	F
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-102653

	R2-102724
	Correction to PHR triggering
	HT mMobile Inc.
	36.321
	0426
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-102644

	R2-102725
	Correction of RLC VR(H) update
	Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo Inc., LG
	36.322
	0090
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-102630

	R2-102726
	Correction of RLC VR(H) update
	Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo Inc., LG
	36.322
	0091
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-102630

	R2-102727
	Clarification for mapping between warning message and CB-data
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	36.331
	0412
	-
	F
	REL-9
	PWS-RAN
	R2-102641

	R2-102728
	Clarification of radio link failure related actions
	ASUSTeK
	36.331
	0413
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-102642

	R2-102729
	Clarification on UE actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
	HTC
	36.331
	0414
	-
	F
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-102419

	R2-102730
	Correction on CMAS system information
	HTC
	36.331
	0415
	-
	F
	REL-9
	PWS-RAN
	R2-102640

	R2-102731
	Corrections to MBMS
	MediaTek Inc.
	36.331
	0416
	-
	F
	REL-9
	MBMS_LTE
	R2-102636

	R2-102732
	Decoding of unknown future extensions
	Research In Motion UK Limited
	36.331
	0417
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-102652

	R2-102733
	Decoding of unknown future extensions
	Research In Motion UK Limited
	36.331
	0418
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LTE-L23
	R2-102652

	R2-102734
	Miscellaneous small corrections and clarifications
	Samsung
	36.331
	0419
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-102643

	R2-102735
	Prohibit timer for proximity indication
	NTT DOCOMO, Inc., Qualcomm Incorporated, NEC and Huawei
	36.331
	0420
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-102458

	R2-102736
	RLF report for MRO correction
	Huawei
	36.331
	0421
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9
	R2-102074

	R2-102737
	Addition of need codes to optional LPP information elements
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
	36.355
	0018
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	R2-102633

	R2-102738
	Miscellaneous corrections to LPP stage 3
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
	36.355
	0019
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	R2-102632

	R2-102739
	Small corrections to LPP specification
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	36.355
	0020
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	R2-102631

	R2-102740
	Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.321
	0652
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102594

	R2-102741
	Clarification of UE Id handling after collision resolution
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.321
	0653
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-102590


Note:
For the following CR set (not included in the table above) the cat.F CR was in principle agreed but the cat.A CR was postponed, therefore no "quick agreement" is possible at RAN2 #70 and they have to be provided to RAN2 #70 like other new CRs:
R2-102564
Clarification of discontinuous reception for paging in enhanced CELL_FACH state for LCR TDD
CATT
CR
25.304
F
REL-8

RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
was in principle agreed
R2-102312
Clarification of discontinuous reception for paging in enhanced CELL_FACH state for LCR TDD
CATT
CR
25.304
A
REL-9

RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
was postponed
Annex F:
RAN WG2 meeting #69bis post processing

Email discussions/approvals
Rapporteur companies are requested to kick-off email discussions as soon as possible via the RAN2 email reflector. Important: In the beginning of the subject of each email the corresponding identifier [...] of the email discussion has to be used in order to allow sorting of the different email discussions.

One week email approval (up to Friday April 23 midnight Pacific)

[69b#1] LTE: 36.314 CR on IP throughput measurement [Ericsson]

-
Come to acceptable version of R2-102638 w.r.t. wording/format

=>
Final in principle agreed CR in R2-102658 (should be attached to outgoing LS in R2-102655, which can be sent after finalisation of this email discussion)
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Lisa Boström (Ericsson) on 20.04.2010. The CR:




R2-102658
Throughput Measurement
Ericsson
CR
36.314
B
REL-9

TEI9, 


LTE-L23




was agreed in principle on 26.04.2010 and attached to LSout R2-102655.
[69b#2] LTE: LS to RAN4 on UE RF model and capability in CA [QC]

-
Come to acceptable update of R2-102648 outgoing LS to RAN4

=>
Final agreed version in R2-102664
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Masato Kitazoe (Qualcomm) on 19.04.2010.



The LSout:




R2-102664
LS on UE RF model and capability (to: RAN4; cc: RAN1; contact: 




Qualcomm)
RAN2
LSout

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core




was agreed on 26.04.2010.
[69b#3] LTE: Update of Relay stage-2 CR to 36.300 [Ericsson]

-
Come to acceptable version of R2-102650

=>
Final in principle agreed CR in R2-102659
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Jessica Östergaard (Ericsson) on 20.04.2010.



The CR:





R2-102659
Stage-2 description of relaying into 36.300 capturing RAN2 #69bis 




agreements
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
B

REL-10
LTE_Relay-Core




was agreed in principle on 28.04.2010.
Two weeks email approval (up to Friday April 30 midnight Pacific)

[69b#4] LTE: Update of Carrier aggregation CR to 36.300  [NSN]

-
Update of R2-101985 with including agreements made during RAN2#69b

=>
Final in principle agreed CR in R2-102645
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Benoist Sebire (NSN) on 21.04.2010.



The CR:





R2-102645
Stage 2 description of Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks 


(Rapporteur)

CR
36.300
B
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core




was agreed in principle on xx.05.2010.
Up to submission deadline (Monday May 3 midnight Pacific)

[69b#5] LTE/UMTS: When/What detected UMTS CSG cell reporting in LTE ?  [HTC]

-
Related to R2-102519

-
When (under what conditions) is the UE allowed to report detected UMTS CSG cells ?

-
Which CSG cells (PSC's) is the UE allowed to search for/report in that case (do we need to restrict) ?

-
We probably need procedural clarifications ? Do we also need ASN.1 changes?
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Eric Chen (HTC) on 20.04.2010.




The corresponding email discussion summary is provided to RAN2 #70 in R2-102xxx.
[69b#6] LTE: Use of paging / BCCH reading on SCC for SCC SI change  [Huawei]

-
Related to R2-102203

-
Discuss potential issues/solutions for paging solution for SI change, e.g.

-
UE out of coverage handling

-
Periodic value tag checking by UE allowed ?

-
...

-
This email discussion can also discuss potential problems/solutions with dedicated signalling approach for SI change

-
Note: With the simplifications from RAN2#69b, are there SCC MIB/SIB1/SIB2 parameters remaining that are relevant for a CA UE that we actually expect to change e.g. at least something like once a day ? Is any compromise possible like e.g.: not handle SI changes for SCC's in Rel-10 (only SCC addition/removal , ...) ? Other compromise?
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Arnaud Meylan (Huawei) on 21.04.2010.




The corresponding email discussion summary is provided to RAN2 #70 in R2-102xxx.
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