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Organisation of the meeting

Meeting:







3GPP TSG RAN WG2 #73bis
Meeting location:





Shanghai, China
Duration:







Monday 11.04.2011 - Friday 15.04.2011
Host:








ZTE Corporation
TSG RAN WG2 Chairman:


Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung)


email: Gert.vanLieshout@samsung.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Etienne Chaponniere (Qualcomm)


email:
echaponn@qualcomm.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Benoist Sebire (Nokia Siemens Networks)
email:
Benoist.Sebire@nsn.com
TSG RAN WG2 MCC Support:
Joern Krause (ETSI MCC)




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





3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG

Technical documents:



ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_73bis/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










-
LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation user plane (see agenda item 6.1.4 or 










Annex A, Wed): chaired by Benoist Sebire
No joint ad hocs with other WGs were held.
next meetings:





TSG RAN WG2 #74,

09.05. - 13.05.2011
Barcelona, Spain










TSG RAN #52,



31.05. - 03.06.2011
Bratislava, Slovakia










TSG RAN WG2 #75,

22.08. - 26.08.2011
Athens, Greece
Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #73bis was held in Shanghai, China, hosted by the ZTE Corporation and co-located with RAN4. This RAN WG2 meeting had 2 parallel sessions: UTRA session (see agenda items 8-11; Tue - Fri noon) and an LTE Advanced session on user plane aspects of the REL-10 WI Carrier Aggregation (see agenda item 6.1.4; Wed). All other topics were treated in the main session.
· 189 participants (registered before the meeting: 257).
· 879 Tdocs allocated with 801 available contributions.
· 46 incoming liaison statements: 3 of the 46 received during RAN2 #73bis, 45 LS were treated.
· 18 outgoing liaison statements (2 related to UTRA, 8 on LTE; and 8 on joint aspects).
· 8 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #73bis (see Annex G).
· REL-10 WI Carrier aggregation (see AI 6.1): 9 in principle agreed CRs to this WI (a part of them also applicable WI "UL multiple antenna transmission for LTE (LTE_UL_MIMO-Core)" and WI "Enhanced DL Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE (LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core)": e.g. on L1 paramters, ASN.1 updates and UE capabilities. LSout R2-112611 on "CSI reporting and SCell deactivation" was sent to RAN1 (cc RAN4).
· REL-10 WI on Relays (see AI 6.2): 1 in principle agreed CR on L2 measurements and also an LS reply sent to SA5 (cc: RAN3) in R2-112617.
· REL-10 WI Minimisation of Drive Tests (MDT, see AI 4.2.1, AI 6.4, AI 9.4):
9 in principle agreed CRs (mainly to stage 2 TS 37.320 but also to 25.331 and 36.331).
Also 3 LSs sent: on immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN HO (R2-112626), RLF reporting (R2-112638) and UL measurements (R2-112642).
· REL-10 WI RAN mechanisms to avoid CN overload due to Machine-Type Communications (see AI 4.2.2): 
3 in principle agreed CRs (to 25.331 & 36.331) and 1 outgoing LS R2-112644; main topic: extended wait timer.
· REL-10 WI Further enhancements to MBMS for LTE (see AI 6.3): 3 in principle agreed CRs (36.300, 25.331, 36.331).
· REL-10 WI Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE (see AI 6.5): 2 in principle agreed CRs (36.300, 36.331) and 1 reply LS to SA2 on CN node selection (cc RAN, RAN3).
· REL-10 SI interference avoidance for in-device coexistence (see AI 6.8): Status after RAN2 #73bis is summarized in email agreed TR 36.816 v1.3.0 R2-112648.

· REL-10 SI RAN improvements for Machine-Type Communications (see AI 4.3.1 common aspects, AI 7.7 for LTE, AI 10.6 for UTRA): A few proposals discussed under AI 4.3.1, AI 7.7 not treated and no contributions to AI 10.6. Note: Latest TR 37.686 v0.7.0 (2010-10) in R2-106033.
· REL-10 WI 1.28Mcps TDD Multi-carrier HSUPA (TDD_MC_HSUPA, see AI 9.1), REL-10 WI "RF Pattern Matching Technologies" as positioning method in the UTRAN (see AI 9.3) and REL-10 WI Interfrequency detected set measurements for UMTS (see AI 9.6): No contributions.
· REL-10 WI Four carrier HSDPA (see AI 9.2): 1 in principle agreed CR (25.308).
· REL-10 WI Automatic Neighbour Relation (ANR) for UTRAN (see AI 9.5): No CRs in principle agreed but email discussion [73#45] will continue after RAN2 #73bis in [73b#05].
· REL-11 topics:

· WI LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancements (see AI 7.1): First discussion on multiple timing advance aspects.
· WI LTE RAN Enhancements for Diverse Data Applications (see AI 7.2): First discussions on a way forward.
· WI Service continuity in connected mode and location information for MBMS for LTE (see AI 7.3): First discussions about the scope of this WI.
· WI Network based positioning support for LTE (see AI 7.4): UTDOA architecture options discussed.
· SI HetNet mobility improvements for LTE (see AI 7.6): Topic not treated but email discussion about simulation assumptions [73#41] will continue after RAN2 #73bis in [73b#08].
· WI Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH (see AI 10.1): LS R2-112458 was sent to RAN1 to clarify RAN1 relations/impacts/aspects.
· WI Eight carrier HSDPA (see AI 10.2): Topic was not treated.
· SI HSDPA multipoint transmission (see AI 10.4): No Tdocs treated but idea on how SI should be organised.
· SI Uplink MIMO for UTRA (see AI 10.5): No contributions but idea on how SI should be organised.
· Among 418 change requests (CRs) in total: 109 CRs (48 CRs for UTRA 25.xxx/34.xxx specs, 55 CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, 6 CRs for joint 37.xxx specs) were agreed in principle. They will be (re)submitted to RAN2 #74 for final agreement. In addition 3 CRs were just technically endorsed.
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 #73bis on Monday morning 11.04.2011 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host, the ZTE Corporation, Zhongda Du welcomed the delegates to Shanghai, China and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms:
Main RAN2 room:

Grand Ballroom 2 (2nd floor),


planned for 220 participants, Mon-Fri

RAN2 ad hoc room 1:
Terrace Ballroom 2 (3rd floor),


planned for 50 participants, 
Tue-Fri noon (UTRA)
RAN2 ad hoc room 2:
River view room 1 & 2 (3rd floor),

planned for 80 participants, 
Wed (LTE UP CA)

RAN4 in Grand Ballroom 1 (2nd floor).
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

Chairman: THANK YOU to companies that submit contributions early before deadline (really appreciated). Will start to refrain from treating late documents.
R2-111770:
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #73bis, Shanghai, China, 11.04.-15.04.2011
Samsung (RAN2 chairman) 
Agenda
=>
Agreed
Time-schedule, only indicative (i.e. topics might move forward/backward !):

	Indicative Time-schedule
	Main room
	LTE room2
	UMTS room

	Mon 09:00 - 19:00
	[2],[3],[4]
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Tue 08:30 ->
	Rel89 [5],

Rel10 other topics [6.9],

 CA [6.1.1][6.1.2]

RN[6.2]
	
	[8 non-TDD]

[8 TDD]

	
	
	
	

	Wed: 8:30 ->
	CA CP [6.1.3],

MBMS [6.3],

MDT [6.4],

eICIC [6.5]

TEI-10 CP [6.6]

InDev [6.8]
	CA UP [6.1.4], TEI-10 UP [6.6]
	ASN.1 review [9.9]



	
	 
	
	

	Thu: 8:30 ->
	TEI-10 [6.6]

RLF [6.7]

CA enh [7.1]

Div Data [7.2]

MBMS SC [7.3]

Netw pos [7.4]
	
	All day: 
[9.2], [9.4], [9.5], [9.7]

[9.8], [10] if time allows

After-Lunch: Come-back session


	
	
	
	

	Fri: 8:30 ->
	Left-overs, Comebacks, [12][13][14]
	
	Come –back session

[10] if time allows

	
	
	
	

	Fri: lunch -> until  5pm
	
	
	


2.2
Minutes of previous meeting
R2-111771:
Draft report of RAN2 #73, Taipei, Taiwan, 21.02.-25.02.2011
ETSI MCC
Report
-
All specs are available, but with 25.331 a late problem was detected (wrong comment version used to produce final version). So update will be provided during this week in v10.3.1.
=>
R2-111771 will be updated with 2 updated email discussion references

=>
Final version is agreed in R2-112600
2.3
Reporting from other meetings

RAN#51:
General

· RAN2 received LS in RP-110459 on Rel-10 UE capabilities. RAN2 should implement indicated actions:


- Technically endorsed CR with optionality bit for eICIC


- Ensure sufficient FGI bits are available to also cover RLF_reporting if required

· See table in 2.4 for new approved / updated WI/SI and exceptions

UMTS

· Test Loop Mode 4 was only accepted as optional for Rel-8 (i.e. R2-111401, R2-111402 and R2-111407 from RP-110263). RAN2 can discuss further whether TM4 can be mandatory in some conditional cases for Rel-8

· Technically endorsed CR's on Rel-9 measurement id extension were rejected by RAN since RAN agreed that the measurement id extension will not be mandatory for all Rel-9 UE's 

· For DB DC HSDPA with MIMO, only Rel-10 CR with magic sentence was agreed (RP-110422)

· Company CR agreed which introduces extended mechanism for signalling new bands (RP-110189). CR's for band 25 and 26 not agreed since RAN4 has not finalised the work

· 25.317 Rel-9 and Rel-10 is created.

LTE

· RAN#51 agreed to require a number of Rel-8 mandatory features to be IOTed by Rel-9 UEs (RP-110455)

· RAN agreed a stage-2 CR making redirection with sysInfo mandatory for Rel-9 UE's supporting CSFB to GERAN (RP-110404). RAN2 still has to capture this decision in stage-3 (location depending on email outcome of how to best capture optional features)

· RAN#51 did not agree on R2-110808 adding an additional routing bit to the Connection Request in LTE. This issue was sent back to RAN2 for further discussion on necessity.

SA#51:
From SA#51 (parts quoted from RAN chairman report most relevant for RAN2):

· Relay:
It was decided to include Relay in Release 10

· PLMN sharing:
SA approved an LS to RAN and the RAN WGs in SP-110234, reconfirming that, in general, all new or enhanced features in 3GPP should be designed to work also in a network sharing environment. This is covered by existing Stage 1 requirements, although additional requirements may be needed on a case-by-case basis (e.g. for H(e)NB). If it is not possible to develop complete support for network sharing, such exceptions shall be documented appropriately.

· MTC prioritization:
SA approved an LS to RAN (and other groups), copy RAN2, RAN3 (and other groups) in SP-110218 (attached). RAN is asked to analyse the relevant MTC Work Items under RAN control for impacts of the SA decision to prioritize 3 building blocks, "Reachability Aspects", "Signalling Optimizations" and "CN-based and power considerations", structure the relevant MTC Work Items in line with the SA decision, and provide feedback to SA if necessary. I would like to encourage rapporteur of the SI and interested companies to provide your proposals on the request from SA and the way forward for the RAN SI at RAN#52.

· MDT RAN2/3, SA5 misalignment (user consent):
An alternative CR was proposed as a company contribution, which removed the contentious part from the SA5-agreed CR. This alternative CR in SP-110186 was approved, replacing the one from SA5. An LS was sent in SP-110230 to RAN2, RAN3, SA3 and SA5, mainly with actions to SA3 and SA5. In the LS, RAN2 and RAN3 are only asked to continue finalisation of the work on MDT for Rel-10.

· Rel-10 closing:
SA#51 formally closed Release 10

· Rel-11 dates (unchanged):

The planned Rel-11 dates have not changed and are as follows:

Stage 1 freezing target Sep 2011

Stage 2 freezing target Mar 2012

Approved Stage 2 exceptions in 03/2012 will automatically lead to a 3 month slip of the Stage 3 freezing date

Stage 3 freezing target Sep 2012

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

2.4
Other

Rapporteur changes










Previous Rapporteur


New Rapporteur

25.305
Positioning Stage-2

Simone Provvedi (Ericsson)

Simone Provvedi (Huawei)




=> Approved
25.331
RRC





Simone Provvedi (Ericsson)

Paulson Angelo Vijay Silveris (Ericsson)
=> Approved
25.319
Stage-2 EUL



Kundan Lucky (Samsung)

Hyung-Nam Choi (Intel)





=> Approved

25.322
RLC





Kundan Lucky (Samsung)

Jose Luis Pradas (Ericsson)




=> Approved 

36.305
Positioning Stage-2

Nathan Tenny (QC)



Masato Kitazoe (Qualcomm)



=> Approved

36.355
LPP





Nathan Tenny (QC)



Masato Kitazoe (Qualcomm)



=> Approved

Planning

For information, main open WIs/SIs with RAN2 responsible for certain output to a certain RAN meeting are shown in the following table. Pre-Rel-11 WI/SI's are only listed if the WI/SI is not closed yet and the exception sheet lists RAN2 related open issues.

	Main RAN2 related WI/SIs
	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
	4.2.1/

6.4/9.4
	Exception up to RAN#52
	Exception: RP-110194

	RAN Improvements for Machine-type Communications
	RP-100330
	2
	SI
	4.3.1/ 7.7/10.6
	Continue up to RAN#52
	Scope is limited to RAN overload; UMTS & LTE solutions do not necessarily have to be the same

	UMTS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Automatic Neighbour Relation
	RP-100688
	3
	WI
	9.5
	Exception up to RAN#52
	Exception: RP-110299

	Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH
	RP-110436
	2
	WI
	10.1
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#55

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#56
	

	8C-HSDPA
	RP-101419
	1
	WI
	10.2
	All RAN2 CRs: RAN#56
	

	HSDPA multi-point transmission
	RP-101439
	1
	SI
	10.4
	TR.25.xxx to RAN for info RAN#52, for appr RAN#53
	

	UL MIMO
	RP-101432
	1
	SI
	10.5
	TR 25.xxx to RAN for info RAN#52, for appr RAN#53
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Carrier aggregation
	RP-100661
	1
	WI
	6.1
	Exception up to RAN#52
	Exception: RP-110414

	LTE Self Optimizing Networks (SON) enhancements
	RP-101004
	3
	WI
	6.7
	Exception up to RAN#52
	Exception: RP-110195

	In-device coexistence interference avoidance
	RP-100671
	2
	SI
	6.8
	TR 36.816 for appr: RAN#51
	Extended up to RAN#52

	CA enhancements
	RP-110451
	1
	WI
	7.1
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#55

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#57
	

	Enhancements for diverse data applications
	RP-110454
	2
	WI
	7.2
	Until RAN#53: evaluation phase

Until RAN#54, stage 2 work

Until RAN#56, stage 3 work
	

	Service continuity improvements/ location info for MBMS
	RP-110452
	2
	WI
	7.3
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#53

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#55
	

	Network-Based positioning Support for LTE 
	RP-101446
	2
	WI
	7.4
	Stage-2 CRs: RAN#52

Stage-3 CRs: RAN#54
	

	Enhanced Non-CA TDM ICIC
	RP-110420
	1
	WI
	-
	All CRs RAN#56
	On hold until RAN#52

	HetNet Mobility enhancements
	RP-110438
	2
	SI
	7.6
	All CRs RAN#56
	


3
Incoming liaisons
3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
REL-10: MTC

R2-111776:
LS on maximum value of extended wait timer (C1-111500; contact: Ericsson)
CT1

-
Contributions available

=>
Will sent response LS in R2-112405


R2-111777:
Reply LS to S2-104432 = R2-105297 on Release 10 NIMTC Work (GP-110382; contact: Renesas)
 GERAN

=>
Noted

R2-111802:
LS on PS domain signalling congestion control for UMTS with NMO II (S2-111205; contact: Vodafone)
SA2

Bullet:

- 
NSN thinks a eWaitTimer in SCR would solve this aspect

-
Huawei thinks in general this depends on the liaison we sent last meeting to SA2 about PS/CS domain specific wait timer.

=>
Can take the discussion based on the SCR contributions. Will sent a response in R2-112406

REL-10: MDT
R2-111780:
Reply LS to R2-110681 on MDT UL measurements (R1-111118; contact: NSN)
RAN1

=>
Noted (contributions available)

R2-111787:
LS on Immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN handover (R3-111058; contact: NTT DOCOMO) RAN3

-
Contributions available

=>
Will sent response LS in R2-112520

R2-111790:
LS on detection of PLMN change and associated actions in the case of Immediate MDT (R3-111082; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN3

-
Contributions available

=>
If there is conclusions from RAN2 point of view, can respond in R2-112520

R2-111788:
LS on Error Handling for Signalling Based MDT (R3-111060; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN3

=>
Noted

R2-111808:
Reply LS to R3-111060 = R2-111788 on Error Handling for Signalling Based MDT (S5-111440; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
SA5

-
Intention seems to be that if the PLMN is "wrong", the RAN can reject. But if the area scope inside the PLMN is not covering the current RAN cell, the RAN accepts the configuration and forward the trace for future start in the PLMN.

-
NTT DCM thinks this is not error behaviour and shoudl be captured in the spec.

=>
Noted

R2-111807:
LS on managing RLF reporting within MDT (S5-103363; contact: NSN)
SA5

Question 1:

-
Chairman assumes it is part of IMM_MDT.  Mediatek agrees but wonders if it is correct. For UE it is a kind of separate mode (no configuration). From UE point of operation it looks like logged MDT. DT supports Mediatek view.

-
Ericsson thinks RLF should not be seen as part of MDT. There is no special MDT configuration. Nokia thinks we discussed this as part of SON.

-
NTT DCM thinks SA5 is worried about how TCE address is configured

-
TIM thinks this should be considered as part of MDT, i.e. trace is used for collection.

-
Mediatek thinks from RAN2 it does not matter so much whether it is logged or immediate MDT. Maybe we can just describe how it is supposed to work.

-
MotS thinks that if RLF is part of MDT, it should be self-interpretable.

-
Ericsson thinks this is part of SON, and OAM can collect this. Mediatek thinks this is important for coverage optimisation.

-
DT wonders why this is MDT. ALU wonders whether it will not impact on our Stage-2

-
Huawei thinks it is part of IMM_MDT

=>
RLF is not reported by the UE as part of LOG_MDT

=>
RAN2 assumes RLF information can be collected by OAM via normal trace functionality

Question 2:

=>
No separate configuration.

Question 3:

=>
No separate initiation

=>
Will see response in R2-112408

R2-111810:
Reply LS to S3-110203 = R2-110732 on Interaction with Trace for MDT (S5-111522; contact: Huawei)
SA5

-
Contributions available

=>
Noted

R2-111811:
Reply LS to S3-110185 = R2-110731, S1-110172 = R2-110744, R3-110931 = R2-111556, R2-111714 on MDT User consent handling (S5-111525; contact: NSN)
SA5

-
NSN indicates this LS is superseded by the new information from SA

=>
Noted (wait for SA3/SA5)

R2-111813:
LS on user consent in area or management based MDT activation (SP-110230; contact: NSN) SA

=>
Noted (wait for SA3/SA5)
REL-10: Other

R2-111773:
Reply LS to C1-110777 on Cell Broadcast Service for MOCN Shared Network (R3-111010; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN3

=>
Noted

R2-111806:
Reply LS to C1-110777 on Cell Broadcast Service for MOCN Shared Network (S2-111272; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
SA2

=>
Noted
R2-111778:
Reply LS to S2-110161 = R2-110730 on RAN aspect of T-ADS improvement (GP-110502; contact: RIM)
GERAN

=>
Noted

R2-111785:
Reply LS to S2-110161 = R2-110730 on RAN aspect of T-ADS improvement (R3-111027; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN3

=>
Noted
R2-111803:
Reply LS to R2-110692 on CN node selection (S2-111207; contact: Ericsson)
SA2

-
Samsung wonders if the NRI in UMTS will be unique accross all neighbouring groups, but the MMEC in LTE is not ? Can continue discussion based on contribution available from ALU.

=>
Noted
REL-11: Other

R2-111775:
Reply LS to S3-110205 = R2-110733 on PWS security (C1-111150; contact: Nokia)
CT1

=>
Noted

R2-111812:
Reply LS to S2-111219 on MTC Planning and Prioritization (SP-110218; contact: Samsung) SA

-
As indicated in SA reporting, RAN chairman asks for input to RAN#52 from supporting companies.

=>
Noted

R2-111804:
LS on single radio video call continuity triggering mechanism at E-UTRAN (S2-111236; contact: Samsung)
SA2

Question 1,2

-
Samsung assumes RAN does take service specific information (QCI's) into account, and assumes it would be usefull for RAN to know about ongoing video calls.

-
NSN thinks it would be nice if the source RAN knows that a video call is ongoing. NSN wonders what the impact to RAN2 is ? Would the UE have to know in AS ? QC agrees with NSN.

-
Samsung thinks it is relatively obvious that the RAN benefits from this information.

-
Vdf agrees that it would be good to make the RAN aware of an ongoing video call.

-
Ericsson is not convinced the RAN should know, at least whether there is new information needed. Vdf thinks some operators might not want handovers with video to a legacy UMTS cell, but to a HSDPA cell if going to UMTS.

-
NSN indicates that for voice you have QCI1, but you also get additional information about SRVCC capable.

-
NSN assumes RAN needs to know since it has to decide between PS handover and SRVCC. Currently SRVCC for video is not really supported.

=>
UE does not need to know; no impact on AS signalling

=>
Seems useful for RAN to know about ongoing video call

=>
Can check offline if QCI=2 is sufficient to identify a video call, and whether we can indicate something more from RAN2 point of view

=>
Will see proposed response LS in R2-112409
Other

R2-111814:
LS on Network Sharing (SP-110234; contact: TeliaSonera)
SA

-
ALU thinks we have some features that do not support network sharing, e.g. CSFB to 1x (if different operations would want to have a different approach).

-
Chairman assume this is more for future work. 

-
DT thinks we should keep this also in mind for features we are now discussing.

=>
Noted (considered guidance for future work)

Late LSs:

R2-112556:
RAN mechanisms to avoid CN overload due to MTC - SA2

-
Renesas thinks this confirms the need for the SCR

=>
Based on this LS, a solution only with the domain+waittimer indicator in the SCR seems sufficient. No need (yet) to add domain indicator in the connection release.

3.2
LTE relevance
REL-8:

R2-111792:
LS on expected UE behavior for unknown NS signaling (R4-110692; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4

-
Contributions available

=>
Response LS in R2-112410

R2-111797:
LS on UE support of handovers between LTE FDD and LTE TDD (R5-110838; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN5

-
Contributions available

=>
Response LS in R2-112411

REL-9:

R2-111791:
LS on partial success of Write Replace Warning Request for ETWS (R3-111084; contact: NEC) RAN3

=>
Noted 

R2-111795:
LS on LTE UE IMS emergency call support in Rel-9 and later (R5-110716; contact: Nokia)
RAN5

-
Contribution available

-
ALU wonders if support in the UE is really optional, or whether the UE behaviour is optional. So ALU thinks we should verify with SA1 before taking action. E.g. if an operator only has IMS support, then if it is allowed for a UE not to support it, the UE could not make emergency calls. Nokia wonders in Rel-8 UE which has no emergency call support on IMS. ALU agrees this are Rel-9 features.

-
Ericsson wonders why at all we list this service layer feature in our AS spec: there is no dependancy of any AS feature on this. NSN thinks there is impacts to AS (emergency call ACB in SIB, and NULL algorithm).

-
NSN wonders what intended UE behaviour is if it is optional ? Ericsson thinks eNB does not need to know (no impact on AS).

=>
Might remove this requirement from AS spec

=>
Will sent response LS also including SA1/SA2 to indicate any RAN2 decision and to ask whether RAN5 understanding of the requirement is correct

=>
Response LS in R2-112412

R2-111800:
Reply LS to R3-103110 = R2-106051 on GBR and MBR definition (S2-111180; contact: NEC) SA2

=>
Noted
R2-111801:
Reply LS to R3-103115 = R2-106053 on Applicability of Handover restriction list for CSFB (S2-111181; contact: NSN)
SA2

=>
Noted
REL-10: CA

R2-111783:
Reply LS to R2-110667 CQI reporting at SCell activation (R1-111209; contact: NSN)
RAN1

=>
Noted

R2-111784:
LS on updated parameters for Rel-10 (R1-111218; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1

-
Contributions are available

=>
Noted
REL-10: Relays

R2-111772:
Reply LS to S5-110546 = R2-110737 on OAM architecture aspects for RNs (R3-110970; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3

=>
Noted

R2-111786:
Reply LS to S3-110214 = R2-110734 on Security for LTE relay nodes (R3-111034; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN3

=>
Noted

R2-111799:
LS on additional considerations of Relay Nodes in the LTE-Advanced material for Rec. ITU-R M.[IMT.RSPEC] to be submitted to ITU-R WP5D#10 (6-13 April, 2011) (RT-110031; contact: Telecom Italia)
3GPP ITU-R ad hoc

-
Superseded by SA decision to include RN in Rel-10

=>
Noted

R2-111809:
Reply LS to R2-110700 on L2 measurements in DeNB having relay node (S5-111508; contact: NSN)
SA5

-
Contributions available

=>
Will sent response after discussion in R2-112415

REL-10: eICIC
R2-111774:
Reply LS to R2-110701 on RSRQ measurement accuracy with eICIC (R4-111592; contact: Huawei)
RAN4

=>
Noted

R2-111781:
Reply LS to R3-110425 = R2-110725 on coexistence of frequency domain and time domain ICIC (R1-111197; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1

=>
Noted

R2-111782:
Reply LS to R3-110427 = R2-110726 on the tail issues for TDD mode with configuration 0/6 in eICIC (R1-111198; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN1

=>
Noted (inline with previous RAN2 response)

R2-111793:
Reply LS to R1-110595 = R2-110721 on RLM/RSRQ/RSRP measurement definitions for eICIC (R4-111538; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN4

-
Samsung wonders why the RSRP measurement definition is not changed ? Is the measurement resource restriction not applicable to RSRP ?

-
Renesas thinks the RSRP is purely measured from reference symbols and does not take into account interference.

=>
Noted
REL-10: Other

R2-111779:
Reply LS to R2-110665 on Power Headroom Reporting (R1-111117; contact: Panasonic)
RAN1

=>
Noted
R2-111794:
Reply LS to R2-110665 on Power Headroom Reporting (R4-111588; contact: CATT)
RAN4

-
So we will have to be able to signal both Pcmax's (contributions available)

=>
Noted

R2-111798:
Reply LS to R2-111713 and R2-111763 on Rel-10 UE capabilities (RP-110459; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN

-
Contributions available

-
NTT DCM highlights TBD's on eICIC and RLF for LTE

-
NTT DCM points out 2 errors in the LS (next RAN meeting): [2-3] should not have referred to PUCCH/PUSCH mode 2-0

=>
Noted
Other:

R2-111805:
Reply LS to RT-110025 = R2-110740 on "Quality of Service requirements and objectives for wireless access systems" (S2-111261; contact: Telecom Italia)
SA2

=>
Noted

Late LSs:

R2-112551:
Reply LS to R1-105095 = R2-105283 on Rel-10 UE Categories and Capabilities (R4-112222; contact: Motorola)
 RAN4
-
Motorola thinks we need to think if we have to capture something about the case of supporting less layers in a bandcomination that indicated by the category (e.g. note)

-
Seems still unclear if you can signal more than category ? Samsung has the understanding that you can signal more for a Rel-10 UE in the bandcombination than the category implies. Samsung thinks this is clear from R1-110597. Samsung would like to see if it is possible to confirm this understanding now. QC has same understanding. Ericsson does not share this understand yet, so would prefer to discuss this further in next meeting.

-
Can think if we need to capture point 2.

=>
Noted (contributions to capture this in next meeting are invited)

R2-112620: 
LS on Rel-10 UE capability for non-contiguous resource allocation - RAN4 [CB2]
- 

3.3
UMTS relevance

REL-5:
R2-111796:
LS on expected UE behaviour in the case of collision of paging occasion and CTCH (R5-110837; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN5

-
Contributions available

=>
Response LS in R2-112416 [QC] can be sent from UMTS LS

REL-10:

R2-111789:
Reply LS to R2-110544 on ANR progress (R3-111067; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3

=>
Noted (take into account in further work)
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, but also common stage-3 aspects should be submitted here (e.g. 25/36.304).

4.1
LTE Release 9 and earlier releases

=> Including email progress report on [73#40] UMTS/LTE: CSG handling [Nokia]

=> Email discussion outcome on [73#40] UMTS/LTE: CSG handling [Nokia]

R2-111951:
[73#40] UMTS/LTE: CSG Handling email summary
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)

noted
-

CSG-Id applicable to any broadcast PLMN (suitable cell definition) ?
-
Consensus to consider the CSG-ID part of all broadcast PLMN's

-
Mediatek understands that CSG-Id;'s are shared accross broadcast PLMN's ? Nokia agrees.

Membership checking in connected in UE reporting: "member"/"non member"
-
Proposals are to have the membership check:

a) same behaviour as suitability check in IDLE/PCH



b) restrict to rPLMN

-
QC points out that in UMTS the UE does not report the pPLMN. QC thinks network should be able to check the information from the UE. In the QC proposal, the UE would only report "member" if the target cell is broadcasting the rPLMN (pPLMN or sPLMN), and the (rPLMN, CSG-Id) is in the UE's whitelist

-
Samsung thinks the membership check should not be based on information in the network, but just be a fair membership check. QC could agree, but would like to limit the membership check to the rPLMN because the CN will only have the information for the rPLMN.

-
Nokia somewhat agrees with QC. Nokia thinks even the IDLE could be aligned to this. Alternatively the MME would have to reject membership cells it cannot check.

-
Ericsson is worried if the network cannot verify. How often can the UE comeback.

-
Chairman wonders about proximity indications: should they also be limited to rPLMN ? Also what if network supports inter-PLMN handovers in the future ? Ericsson thinks this last case could be handled with additional information from the UE. Rel-11 UE could then consider itself member and indicate this with additional signalling.

-
Huawei wonders if we would only check for rPLMN, then all broadcast PLMN's have to be entered in the whitelist ?

-
 QC thinks proximity check should only be sent when membership check could be sufficient which indirectly would link it to rPLMN.

-
Samsung wonders about Rel-11 network which might have full whitelist / non-rPLMN information. Then Rel8-10 UE's will not be handed over ? Nokia agrees this would be a restiction.

-
QC thinks also in IDLE the UE would not have any automatic PLMN reselection. Nokia agrees; as long as upper layers would indicate the other PLMN, the UE could go to a CSG of another PLMN.

-
QC thinks if we do not restrict to rPLMN, the UE might report proximity over and over. Samsung thinks we anyway have timer restrictions on proximity.

-
NTT DCM thinks from a user perspective it is always better to prioritise going to CSG. So in that respect it is better not to restrict to rPLMN.

-
QC things we should focus on Rel-10 CN functionality support.

-
Chairman wonders if the same cannot be achieved with restricting whitelist entries to the rPLMN ? QC thinks this would limit manual selection (i.e. entries of multiple PLMN's in the whitelist).

Option 1: UE considers itself member if (pPLMN, CSG-Id) or (sPLMN, CSG-Id) is in UE's whitelist (same behaviour as suitability check)

Option 2: UE considers itself member if rPLMN is broadcast by cell and (rPLMN, CSG-Id) is in the UE's whitelist

-
Nokia thinks suitability check and membership check behaviour should be aligned.

-
QC points out that in IDLE we are anyway restriction to rPLMN/sPLMN in AS. So option 2 is more aligned to IDLE

-
Main drawback of option 2 seems to be that Rel8/10 UE's 

-
Samsung wonders about ePLMN. QC thinks membership check should not consider ePLMN because the CN functionality does not consider this (MME does not have the information).

-
Nokia understood ePLMN's anyway mainly for IDLE.

PSC/PCI split handling (valid only in pPLMN or all broadcast PLMN ?)
-
Mediatek thinks nothing is broken with the spec today.

-
Nokia could agree nothing is broken but it seems strange to limit to one PLMN if e.g. multiple PLMN's are using the same carrier. I.e. the information seems more carrier specific than PLMN specific.

-
Mediatek thinks if it works as is, it does not tie PLMN's together. Nokia sees no backward compatibility problem with expanding this definition (makes it applicable in even wider area).

-
Actually it is a bit strange to link it to PLMN, because the main usage of this information is that a UE not interested in CSG's will discard certain cells (based on L1 identity) for reselection even before checking the PLMN.

-
Mediatek wonders if it is backward compatibility from network point of view ? I.e. have to have consistent split accross PLMN's.

-
Vdf wonders how 2 operators could work if they have different ranges.

After offline discussion:

-
It was concluded in the offline that it was best not to capture anything at all, i.e. it is limited to pPLMN.

=>
Will leave the range to be only valid for the pPLMN.

	Agreements:

1)
For membership check during UE based mobility (i.e. IDLE and UMTS PCH), the UE shall consider the CSG-Id part of all broadcast PLMN's. Note that suitability check will only consider rPLMN/sPLMN/ePLMN as indicated already in xx.304, i.e. only if (rPLMN/sPLMN/ePLMN, CSG-Id) is in the whitelist, reselection would apply.

2)
In connected mode when the UE is asked to report member/non member, the UE considers itself member only if the rPLMN is broadcast by cell and (rPLMN, CSG-Id) is in the UE's whitelist.


- FFS if (ePLMN, CSG-Id) in whilelist and ePLMN broadcast by cell should be considered as member.

3)
Proximity should only be reported if there is a possibility that a UE membership check could indicate "member" (i.e. indirectly linked to rPLMN)


-
Renesas thinks it would be good to have an LS to GERAN. Samsung would like to copy SA2, CT1. Can sent LS in R2-112506

R2-111964
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
25.304

-
F

REL-8
HNB-supp

=> revised in R2-112346
R2-111965
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
25.304

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112347
R2-111966
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom  CR
25.304

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112348
R2-111967
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.304

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

=> revised in R2-112350
R2-111968
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.304

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112351
R2-111969
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.304

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112352
R2-112346:
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
25.304

-
F

REL-8
HNB-supp

R2-112347:
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
25.304

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112348:
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
25.304

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

R2-112350:
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
36.304

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-112351:
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
36.304

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112352:
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
36.304

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

=>
Categories should be updated 

=>
Definition of hybrid cell should be updated

=>
Should update in line with agreements above 

=>
Figure should be update (CSG selection). DT wonders what is wrong with "CSG-Id selection" ?  DT thinks the UE selects a CSG-Id, not a CSG cell. Nokia thinks we select a CSG. Can discuss offline if the wording should be improved. QC thinks it is better to talk about CSG selection since we do not only select the CSG-Id, but also the (PLMN, CSG-Id)

-
Huawei wonders if the update to the CSG cell definition is correct ?

=>
Check if changes are needed for PSC/PCI split

=>
Will see updated in R2-112500 - R2-112505
R2-112500:
25.304 CR on aligning NAS and AS on CSG Rel-8

=>
Samsung wonders if the PLMN part needs to be added to the CSG cell definition ? Should be updated.

=>
Will go for email approval [73b#01] 3 days [EMAIL DISC] R2-112628

R2-112501:
25.304 CR on aligning NAS and AS on CSG Rel-9

=>
Same comment as above

=>
Will go for email approval [73b#01] 3 days [EMAIL DISC] R2-112629

R2-112502:
25.304 CR on aligning NAS and AS on CSG Rel-10

=>
Same comment as above

=>
Should be category A
=>
Will go for email approval [73b#01] 3 days [EMAIL DISC] R2-112630

R2-112503:
36.304 CR on aligning NAS and AS on CSG Rel-8

=>
Same comment as above
=>
Will go for email approval [73b#01] 3 days [EMAIL DISC] R2-112631

R2-112504:
36.304 CR on aligning NAS and AS on CSG Rel-9

=>
Same comment as above

=>
Will go for email approval [73b#01] 3 days [EMAIL DISC] R2-112632

R2-112505:
36.304 CR on aligning NAS and AS on CSG Rel-10

=>
Same comment as above

=>
Will go for email approval [73b#01] 3 days [EMAIL DISC] R2-112633

R2-111970
CR to remove linking of Primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
HNB-supp

=> revised in R2-112353
R2-111971
CR to remove linking of Primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112356
R2-111972
CR to remove linking of Primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112357

R2-111973
CR to remove linking of Primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

=> revised in R2-112358
R2-111974
CR to remove linking of Primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112359
R2-111975
CR to remove linking of Primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

=> revised in R2-112361
R2-112353:
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
HNB-supp

R2-112356:
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
25.331

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112357:
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

R2-112358:
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
36.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-112359:
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
36.331

-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112361:
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange CR
36.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2

=>
Update in accordance with agreements

=>
Undo change on PCI/PSC split (probably Rel-8 CR's are not needed)

=>
Will see updates for 25.331 Rel9,10 and 36.331 Rel9,10 in R2-112507 - R2-112510

R2-112507:
25.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing Rel-9

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112508:
25.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing Rel-10

=>
Category should A

=>
CR is in principle agreed with this one change in R2-112634
R2-112614:
36.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing Rel-8

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112509:
36.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing Rel-9

=>
Samsung thinks there is some editorials: e.g. identity and RPLMN are not used consistently. There are also more cases where this should be added.
=>
CR will go for email approval [73b#01]; final version in R2-112635 [EMAIL DISC 3 days]
R2-112510:
36.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing Rel-10

=>
Samsung thinks there is some editorials: e.g. identity and RPLMN are not used consistently. There are also more cases where this should be added.
=>
CR will go for email approval [73b#01]; final version in R2-112636 [EMAIL DISC 3 days]
Other

R2-112111:
SR-VCC Parameter Setting
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Coporation
Disc
"RAB info to replace"  in case of handover to UMTS ?

-
HTC first also proposed not to include the "RAN to replace" in case of inter-RAT handover, but then network vendors wanted to include it. So current situation is not resulting from HTC preference. HTC is not against NSN proposal but wants to ensure other network vendors are ok. HTC does wonder if it is not too late for this now. HTC thinks an alternative solution would be that the UE just ignores the information if provided. NSN is mainly concerned about not impacting legacy RAT's.

-
Ericsson shares the NSN concern and supports the CR.

-
ZTE wonders why the difference between the Inter-RAT and intra-UMTS case ? For the SRVCC in UMTS, the UMTS network ofcourse needs to be updated. But not for the inter-RAT case.

-
Panasonic is ok with the proposal in general. But Panasonic thinks it would be good to capture that the UE has to rely on the QCI.

=>
Principle of proposal is agreed: no update should be required for target UMTS RAT to support SRVCC handover to UMTS.

Proposal 4:

-
NSN has no strong opinion, but is ok to add the NONCE in the confirmation (NCE from Rel-8). NSN is not sure how critical the case is in general. Renesas thinks we should not make this type of change lightly. We can also get strange cases if some part of the network supports it and some parts do not. Ericsson could agree that probably the case does not happen to often (probably only RLF case) but thinks it might still be good to correct.

-
NSN is ok to only fix in Rel-10; could add a note in Rel8 and Rel9. Mediatek is ok with Rel-10.

	Agreements:

1:
Agree that no update should be required for target UMTS RAT to support SRVCC handover to UMTS

2:
If UEs implemented this feature according to the TS 25.331 of the version between RAN2#70 – RAN2#73bis, UEs shall never set the SR-VCC related FGI to “True”.

3:
Clarify in TS 25.331 that the IE SR-VCC Info and the IE RAB info to replace are not included in case SR-VCC from LTE to UMTS.

4:
Will correct CELL UPDATE CONFIRAMTION with NONCE only from Rel-10. Rel89 networks will have note to reflect cell update does not support SRVCC.

5:
Send an LS to RAN3 to clarify that SRVCC Information IE and PS RAB To Be Replaced IE are not included in the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container in case of inter-RAT SR-VCC to UMTS handover preparation. (i.e, source eNB does not include SRVCC Information IE and PS RAB To Be Replace IE in case of SR-VCC from LTE to UMTS)


=>
LS can be provided in R2-112511

R2-112112:
Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Coporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
=>
HTC thinks the sentence in 8.6.4.2 still should remain for the intra-UMTS case. So change is not needed if it is clear that the IE is not included in the inter-RAT case.

=>
Will see update for Rel-8 in R2-112512, Rel9 CR in R2-112513, Rel10 CR in R2-112514 (cat F,A,F)

R2-112512:
Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting Rel-8

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112513:
Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting Rel-9

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112514:
Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting Rel-10

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112564:
SR-VCC Correction
NSN
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-10
=>
Not agreed (dependant on response from SA2/CT1)

R2-112159:
Options for CSFB to GSM
TeliaSonera CR
 36.306 - F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

R2-112160:
Options for CSFB to GSM
TeliaSonera CR 36.306
- A REL-10 TEI9, LTE-L23

-
ALU wonders why this was only made mandatory for GSM, and not for redirection to UMTS ? Vdf understands this is aligned with NGMN proposal.

-
In email discussion a separate chapter was proposed for conditional mandatory.

=>
Coverpage of Rel-10 CR indicates Rel-9.

=>
R2-112159 is in principle agreed

=>
Rel-10 CR should updated to correct coversheet, and is in principle agreed in R2-112515
R2-111865:
Clarification on CSFB cancellation
HTC
Disc
-
NSN understood the previous discussion to stop even before, i.e. UE would ignore LTE RRC message. Huawei agrees with NSN. Previous proposal was to even stay in LTE, but the text shown here would make the UE camp in UMTS.

-
Ericsson understands the shown section is only applicable if the UE sends an initial direct transfer (section 8.1.8). This is a case of UE deciding on RRC connection failure. But the LTE side asked the UE to establish a connection in UMTS, so Ericsson assumes this UE behaviour is not applicable in this case because it is not in line with LTE specification. Ericsson assumes the UE shall not abort unless there is a failure.

=>
Noted (can continue offline and if needed revisit at next meeting)
4.2
Release 10

4.2.1
WI: Minimisation of Drive Test (RP-100360)
(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100360)
LTE specific stage-2/3 aspects should be submitted under 6.4, UMTS specific under 9.4.

TCE_Id

R2-112079:
introduction of TEC ID for logged MDT
Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC, ZTE, New Postcom, CATT, CATR, China Unicom, DT - 
Disc

	Agreements:

1:
Using TCE ID instead of TCE IP in the logged MDT configuration.

2:
The eNodeB/RNC should map the TCE ID to the TCE IP address before forwarding the logs based on configurations from OAM.

3:
Introducing a new IE with 1 byte length to convey the TCE ID in logged MDT configuration in RRC.


R2-111845:
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
37.320

-
F

=> 
revised in R2-112400
R2-112400:
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
37.320

-
F
-
ZTE thinks the last change (all changes to 5.1.1.3.3) is not really needed since this is more stage-3. MotS thinks the second change is usefull ( it handles the reporting)

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112080:
introduction of TEC ID for logged MDT
Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC, ZTE, New Postcom, CATT, CATR, China Unicom
CR
37.320

-
F

not treated
UL measurements

R2-112185:
MDT UL measurements
MediaTek Inc
Disc

noted
-


R2-112304:
MDT UL measurements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

noted
-


UTRA: 

- SIR/SIR error is sufficient ?

- PHR over Iub/Iur ?

- UL RSCP for TDD ?

LTE:

- Leave UL coverage related metric implementation dependant for Rel-10 ?

- L1 bitrate/UL interference power to UE specific RB's ?

UTRA

-
QC has contribution in R2-112151 arguing that SIR is not enough and PHR is better to understand UL coverage. So QC would support the PHR to be reported to RNC.  Mediatek wonders if only PHR would be logged, or in combination with SIR ? QC is not sure SIR is needed for anything else, but for coverage it seems not so needed.

-
NSN thinks it is too late for Rel-10 to go behond SIR & SIRerror.. Huawei agrees with NSN.

-
QC thinks since PHR is an existing measurement there is no real reason not to use it. Ericsson could agree that PHR could have some use, still it is quite a change for an NB since it is not RRC and currently only taken into account by the scheduler.

=>
Only SIR and SIRerror by UTRAN in Rel-10

LTE

-
TIM is not so happy about implementation dependant measurements.  TIM agrees that something more than PHR is needed. We should decide if we want to include it now or in the future, but supporting it in an implementation dependant way is not acceptable to TIM.

-
Mediatek indicates that the UTRAN PHR is average over some time, but the LTE PHR is averaged over one subframe. So we might get false indications from the LTE PHR.

-
NTT DCM is ok to have implementation dependant solution in Rel-10, and then define it in a later release. Mediatek thinks it is better to keep the specifications consistent and then we can rediscuss in Rel-11.

-
TIM thinks we could stil allow RAN1/4 to come up with new measurements. NSN thinks RAN1 LS was clear that now new measurements for Rel-10.

-
Vdf also prefers not to have something implementation specific.

=>
Only UL PHR by E-UTRAN in Rel-10 from eNB

R2-112186:
MDT UL network measurements
MediaTek Inc
CR
37.320

-
F

=>
Will be updated to reflect above decisions in R2-112516

=> 
Will sent LS to SA5, RAN3 in R2-112517

R2-112516:
MDT UL network measurements
MediaTek Inc
CR
37.320

-
F

=>
CR is in principle agreed
IMM MDT: Area scope handling 

R2-112212:
Signalling based Immediate MDT initiation with area scope configuration
NTT DOCOMO, INC. Disc

Proposal 1:

-
CATT thinks SA5 has agreed that CN should do checking. E.g. for TA level, the MME should do the checking. Does this proposal now mean that the CN does not need to do any checking ? NTT DCM just wants to capture the checking in RAN because the CN will not always have up to date information. So this proposal does not talk about CN not doing any checking.

-
NSN agrees with the intention but is not sure this needs to be captured in the spec.

-
Ericsson indicates we should be carefull because this is based on existing trace functionality. So we should only make changes if SA5/RAN3 agree to this. NTT DCM understands this is in line with RAN3 specifications.

-
SA5 thinks this is already indicated in the SA5 specifications.

-
Samsung wonders if the UE temporarily moves out of the area ? Then also the information is just forwarded ? Assumption is that then the information is just kept.

Proposal 3:

-
Nokia wonders what happens if the area condition is not satisfied ? Then the target eNB should remove the corresponding measurements ? Chairman assumes when going from cell in area to cell outside area, then the target eNB would release the corresponding measurement because he does not need it.

-
CATT wonders if in Rel-10 all eNB's will support MDT ?
	Agreements:

1:
For signalling based Immediate MDT initiation including an area scope, the eNB should perform checking/ evaluation whether the current UE location is within the area scope.

2:
For signaling based Immediate MDT, the serving eNB should forward MDT configuration during handover, irrespective whether the UE satisfies the condition of configured area scope.


- FFS for interPLMN case: see next papers

3:
If the area condition is satisfied, the RAN should configure Immediate MDT to the UE and perform IMM_MDT reporting. If the area condition is not satisfied, the RAN might release related measurements and will not perform IMM_MDT reporting.


R2-112213:
Signalling based Immediate MDT initiation with area scope configuration
NTT DOCOMO, INC. CR
37.320

-
F

-
NSN thinks the stage-2 does not need to be updated for this.

-
Mediatek thinks it might be nice to indicate this, but the text should not be hinting that the source is responsible for the target configuration

-
ALU thinks the stage-2 might not need to capture mandatory behaviour.

-
MotS thinks the current text does not really indicate anything new. We already have a description of the area scope in the TS.

-
NEC thinks it is nice to capture, but the wording should be improved.

=>
Will capture this in the stage-2, but allow offline to improve the wording. Will see update in R2-112518 

R2-112518: 
Signalling based Immediate MDT initiation with area scope configuration
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR
37.320

-
F

REL-10
=>
CR is in principle agreed
IMM MDT: InterPLMN handover

R2-112067:
Immediate MDT context handling during inter-PLMN handover
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

noted
-

R2-112214:
Inter PLMN checking for Immediate MDT
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

-
Samsung understands that the NTT DCM proposal is based on the rPLMN.  But SA5 approach seems to be based on pPLMN ? NTT DCM wants to base the approach on the sPLMN which should typically be the rPLMN.

-
ZTE wonders about the source-eNB solution: does it mean the source has to reconfigure the configuration before the handover ? NTT DCM confirms if you want to deactivate. CATT wonders how the source-eNB can be sure the handover is succesfull ?
R2-112307:
Immediate MDT reporting vs. inter-PLMN mobility
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

not treated
R2-112069:
Immediate MDT context handling during inter-PLMN handover
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR 37.320

-
F

R2-111936:
Inter-PLMN HO impact on immediate MDT
ZTE
Disc

R2-111937:
Inter-PLMN HO impact on immediate MDT
ZTE
CR
37.320

-
F

- Related outgoing LS in R2-111938

All 3 Tdocs not treated

R2-112362:
Immediate MDT in inter-PLMN handover
Samsung
Disc

- Related outgoing LS in R2-112366
not treated
Confirm: Logging in LOG_MDT: When MDT_PLMN is one of the broadcast PLMN's (e.g. no ePLMN)?

IMM_MDT: 

- When to deactivate ? Whenever selected PLMN changes ? 

- Who deactivates ? 


- Network source eNB/RNC


- Network target eNB/RNC


- UE

Discussion:

-
ALU thinks that for IMM_MDT the UE just does what the target cell requests. 

-
Mediatek assumes that in case of PLMN change, the MDT configuration is not forwarded.

-
Nokia wonders if the user consent valid for multiple PLMN's ? Mediatek understands it is valid for a certain network i.e. PLMN.

After offline:

-
It seems that there is confusion on what the situation is for LOG_MDT.

-
Huawei thinks RAN2 could decide not to forward the context. ZTE agrees with Huawei. Huawei thinks we agreed it for LOG_MDT, so why not for IMM_MDT. Ericsson thinks for LOG_MDT the UE keeps the context at PLMN change and at return to the PLMN would again continue. However for IMM_MDT since we have context forwarding, Ericsson thinks it should stop at selected PLMN change.

	Agreements: 

1)
Release of no longer needed MDT measurements is done by target RAN node  

2)
Target RAN node will decide this based on any trace configuration it receives/does not receive

3)
RAN2 assumes that when there is serving-PLMN change, the IMM_MDT measurements shall be released 

- 
RAN2 assumes it would be sensible that in this case the source RAN node would not forward the IMM_MDT context, but this decision is left to RAN3. I.e. either the source discards the context before the handover, or the target discards the context after the handover when seeing it is not part of the addressed PLMN.


=>
Will see stage-2 update in R2-112519

=> 
Will see LS to RAN3/SA5 in R2-112520

R2-112519:
Immediate MDT context handling during inter-PLMN handover
Huawei
CR
37.320

-
F
-
Samsung wonders "serving PLMN" should be changed to "registered PLMN" ? Huawei thinks serving PLMN is a concept known to RAN3. Huawei is not sure the serving PLMN would always equal the registered PLMN. Samsung thinks it is clearer if we would refer to registered PLMN. NTT DCM thinks we should keep serving PLMN because that is what the RAN knows.

=>
ALU thinks we should make it clear that the network releases the MDT measurements, not the UE.

=>
First new paragraph: MT thinks we should make it clear we talk about release of UE measurements. Huawei thinks this is clear. MT thinks we should clarify that the target releases the UE measurements. It is still open who will stop the network measurements (depending on if context is forwaerded). NTT DCM agrees with MT.

=>
Some reformulation of second bullet can be discussed

-
Ericsson thinks there was a previous version distriuted offline that was better.

=>
Can discuss if further editorial changes are needed.

=>
Should not refer to "any trace" but only the MDT trace

=>
Will see updated in R2-112622

R2-112622:
Immediate MDT context handling during inter-PLMN handover
Huawei
CR
37.320

-
F
=>
CR is in principle agreed
Other

R2-111942:
Clarification for logged MDT measurement configuration effectiveness
ZTE
CR 37.320 - F

-
Mediatek agrees it would be good to describe the UTRA case in more detail, but think the text could be improved

=>
Detailed wording can be discussed offline

=>
Will see update in R2-112521
R2-112521:
Clarification for logged MDT measurement configuration effectiveness
ZTE
CR 37.320 - F

=>
Should update so that it is not indicated the UE can be in multiple states (e.g. When UE is in any one of the states above,....)

=>
Editorials can be discussed offline

=>
Will see update in R2-112623

R2-112623:
Clarification for logged MDT measurement configuration effectiveness
ZTE
CR 37.320 - F

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112070:
Clarification on the best neighbour cells for logged MDT
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR 37.320 - F

-
NSN thinks it is not needed to change this in stage-2. E.g. UTRA case is not addresed anyway (different naming).

-
Ericsson agrees this change is not needed

=>
Not agreed
R2-112306:
User consent handling in Management based MDT
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

-
TeliaSonera thinks you might want to use MDT when you only have1 UE in a cell. NSN thinks in this case you cannot guarantee user privacy

-
DT thinks this is all an operator decision and operator specific. DT thinks nothing needs to be specified.

-
Ericsson wonders how this works when you have a measurement on TA level.  There might be sufficient users at TA level to guarantee privacy but not at cell level. 

-
MotS understood that number of users never guarantees privacy because the measurements have location information. E.g. measurements from my house are probably from me.

-
TIM thinks user consent and privacy are in principle two different independant aspects.

=>
Noted (wait for more input from SA3/SA5)

R2-111932:
The parallel MDT task activation for one UE
ZTE
Disc

- Related outgoing LS in R2-11933

- 
Mediatek assumes it is clear from 32.422 that the signalling based trace has priority and it overwrites any other trace in case of conflicts.

-
CATT wonders if we allow e.g. signalling based trace with IMM_MDT, and management based trace with LOG_MDT "in parallel" ? Mediatek thinks it is clear that they have different contexts and could be configured at the same time.

-
Ericsson thinks it is clear that a signalling based trace received while the eNB already has started a management based trace on the same UE, the signalling based trace will superseded. But between immediate and logged MDT, there seems no problem to have both "ongoing". Mediatek has the same understanding.

=>
Noted (no need to clarify)

R2-112265:
MDT user consent revocation considerations
Pantech
Disc

R2-112267:
MDT enhancement
Pantech
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated.
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112151
Signaling UL Coverage from NodeB to RNC via UPH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

not treated

R2-112303
MDT measurements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

withdrawn
4.2.2
WI: RAN mechanisms to avoid CN overload due to MTC(RP-101026)
(NIMTC-RAN_overload, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Sep.10, closed: March 11, WID: RP-101026)
Domain specific

R2-112329:
Further considerations for MTC
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
Renesas understands this addresses the case of parallel CS and PS registration. Renesas wonders if we also have to address the case of radio bearer release ? NSN thinks SCR is sufficient.

-
Ericsson thinks so far CT has only considered PS. So if CT would agree to CS waittimer handling, we would anyway have to make further extensions.

-
Huawei thinks since we have sent an LS to SA2 in the last meeting, it is better to wait for the response. No strong opinion

-
Ericsson thinks the latest LS from SA2 also indicates this support in SCR would be needed. NSN agrees with Ericsson that it would be good to take action now.

-
ZTE supports the proposal. The LS we received this time is sufficiently clear.

-
Huawei wonders about the need for  domain indicator in the connection release ? Ericsson understands that as long as we do not have the eWaitTimer for CS, we do not need that.

-
Vdf thinks the eWaitTimer should always be domain specific

=>
Agree to include eWaitTimer in SCR; Other changes dependant on further input from SA2/CT1
R2-112254:
Further considerations for MTC
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331

-
C

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112308:
Addition of ewaittime in Signalling Connection Release message
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

not treated
What about PTMSI usage for RA?

What about pre-Rel-6 UEs?

Question 2 from LS in R2-111802:

-
Huawei thinks from RAN2 point of view it does not matter whether TMSI or P-TMSI is included. It is more impacting CT1. RAN2 chairman points out it is specified in our spec

-
NSN thinks this is behaviour from Rel-99.

-
Ericsson thinks this might be something nice to have, but since there is no real problem Ericsson would prefer to only consider this for a later release

-
NSN agrees with Ericsson nothing is really broken (just an optimisation).

=>
RAN2 considers this an optimisation which is not urgent because nothing is broken.

Question 3 from LS in R2-111802:

-
NSN thinks given the current timeframe, there is no need to make MTC devices which are pre-Rel6. Also the eWaitTimer is Rel-10.

-
Vdf wonders whether the domain indicator would be implemented by all Rel-10 UE's ? ZTE thinks this is part of normal UE operation.

=>
RAN2 sees no need to have specific handling for pre-Rel-6 MTC devices.

Other

R2-112255:
Updated value range for the Extended Wait Timer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
- F

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112256:
Updated value range for the Extended Wait Timer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
- F

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-111921:
Terminology change of 'Delay tolerant access' into 'Low priority access'
ZTE
CR 36.331 - F

-
CATT indicates that 24.301 already refers to "delay tolerant cause", so CATT assumes this CR is not needed.

-
NSN thinks we agreed to name this parameter like this in Jacksonville, and SA2/CT1 were there. So NSN sees no reason to change

-
Huawei also thinks the discussion should not be re-opened.

-
ZTE thinks there is only benefits when we would align to "low priority" as used by all other groups. Then e.g. CT1 can map low priority to low priority.

-
NSN thinks we already discussed this extensively in Jacksonville and made this agreement. NSN thinks if we make alignment, we should sent LS to CT1/SA2 to respect the Jacksonville agreement. 

-
ZTE thinks the misalignment happened because at that time it was not clear how many indicators.

=>
Not agreed (leave as is)

R2-111923:
Terminology change of 'Delay tolerant access' into 'Low priority access'
ZTE
CR 25.331 - F

not treated after R2-111921 decision
R2-112182:
LTE RRC cause value for terminating MTC calls
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
ALU understands that CT1 is already discussing the same topic.

-
ZTE agrees with ALU. ZTE would be fine to sent LS to CT1 is there is consensus in RAN2, but otherwise the discussion can be left to CT1.

-
NSN thinks could be left to CT1

-
ALU thinks we talk about an RRC cause value to be used by RAN and thus RAN2 should take responsibility

-
Huawei could agree with the proposal. 

-
ALU agrees both cause values could work, but for eMPS the receiving side will use the priority from the source side. So for that case there seems a benefit. NSN wonders if we would ever have eMPS with MTC devices. eMPS was so far only for CSFB to UMTS.

-
ALU can agree there is no strong need to go either way. However ALU thinks it is closer in accordance with current model to use the MT cause.

-
ALU's point is that for MT access, our model is that the network does the priority handling based on filtering pages. If we continue with this model, the UE should use the MT cause value.

=>
Noted (can come back if offline brings consensus)

R2-112202:
Discussion on the UE behaviour when receiving the eWaitTime in LTE
ITRI
Disc

not treated
4.2.3
Other
UTRAN->EUTRAN

R2-112161:
Example of traffic from a laptop
TeliaSonera
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
NSN wonders how quickly would be acceptable to move ? E.g. is 92s on average not acceptable ? TeliaSonera thinks this could be acceptable. But this is something like the best case (lowest loaded UE) so it will not be the case for all UE's when considering more activity.

-
NSN thinks connection release with redirection could be used to speed up the reselection to LTE ? Teliasonera could agree that this is a possible solution.

-
Renesas thinks the contribution shows that problems can occur with the current spec. NSN wonders since this is laptop with dongle, maybe this is not the typical case.

-
NSN indicates they have done some tests in their labs and saw different performance with different UE's.

=>
Noted

R2-112216:
Mobility from UTRAN to E-UTRAN
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Electronics Europe, TeliaSonera
Disc
REL-10
TEI10

-
Samsung is not sure whether the 60s is only running when the UE is in the concerning state, or even running while the UE is in other states ? Nokia assumes it is only relevant for the concerning state.

-
Mediatek wonders what release proposal 3 would be aimed at ? Ericsson thinks we could specify release-10, but allow earlier releases to implement

R2-112114:
On mobility from UTRAN to E-UTRAN
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
noted
-

R2-112164:
Reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH state to EUTRAN
Renesas Electronics Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, TeliaSonera
Disc
REL-10
TEI10

-
QC wonders what the proposal would be for enhanced CELL_FACH and DRX gaps. Would the same proposal as made by Renesas be applicable, or more according to IDLE ? Renesas was assuming also in this case the measurement occasions would be used.

-
QC wonders about the proposal if GERAN/UTRAN when UTRAN/GERAN would be higher priority layers ? Renesas assumes that if they are all higher priority, there should be no problem to measure all 3 RAT's every 60s.   Renesas would prefer not to change the current UMTS/GSM requirements when the current serving cell quality goes below the threshold.

-
QC wonders if for the LTE search in FACH we will specify performance requirements on how quickly the UE should find ? Renesas thinks RAN4 can look into this. 

-
QC wonders why the option of having additional measurement gaps to be used for CELL_FACH LTE measurements is not considered ? Renesas thinks RAN4 could look into that. 
Only improve PCH/IDLE behaviour or also introduce FACH case?

Limitation of measurement occasions are a problem?

Discussion:

-
Mediatek wonders if the CELL_FACH state is reasonably short, is it not enough to address the PCH state ? Renesas thinks the CELL_FACH enhancement WI will make the UE even longer in CELL_FACH.

 -
NSN did some tests on this and saw that inter-RAT mobility is not very reliable at this moment in time in implementations. How long gap is needed seems very dependant on the network implementation (e.g. inactivity timer, SIB scheduling in target RAT,..).  Also NSN thinks so far we only talk about dongle and not commercial UE.

-
NSN thinks PS handover and connection release with redirection are already available solutions. NSN thinks proposed CELL_FACH solution will require changes in UE and network, so why not use some of the existing solutions.

-
TIM wonders if allowing early implementation would raise legacy issues since the network will not know whether the UE supports CELL_FACH reselection or not ? So network cannot handle the 2 groups of UE's differently. Renesas thinks we could consider FGI bits.

-
TIM thinks CELL_FACH is becoming more and more like DCH state. So should we not consider network based mobility ?

-
Nokia thinks it is clear that RAN4 is already quite overloaded so Rel-10 will be very challenging/problematic.

-
Vdf assumes LTE will typically be the highest priority RAT for a dual/triple mode UE. Thus UE's should reselect to the higher priority RAT whenever possible, including in CELL_FACH.

-
Renesas assume that redirection with connection release might not be suitable if the UE is too short in DCH to collect measurements.

-
NSN thinks adding more options does not help the network/UE. Network/UE should just choose one of the existing options.

-
NSN thinks opportunities in CELL_PCH would be much more available.

-
Mediatek thinks the option of enhancing CELL_PCH performance might be most interesting for Rel-10. The CELL_FACH improvement could be linked to the enhanced CELL_FACH WI.

-
NTT DCM supports NSN comments. NTT DCM thinks fast dormancy could also be used to speed up the transition.

-
Orange agrees with NSN comments that we seem to already have sufficient mechanisms. If we conclude it is not enough, Orange thinks we should think about network controled mobility for CELL_FACH.

-
Samsung thinks it is not even clear whether RAN4 could easily sharpen the PCH requirements. So it would be good to see if that can be addressed by RAN4 in Rel-10.

-
Options in Rel-10:


1) Do nothing (current mechanisms are sufficient) [7]


2) Sharpen PCH performance requirements [8]



- e.g. remove of 60s at transition to PCH, and faster reselection action


3) Introduce reselection in CELL_FACH [6]
-
Samsung thinks we could even ask RAN4 to look at reselection in CELL_FACH and whether requirements can be addressed in Rel-10. Nokia thinks we should not ask too many questions/overload RAN4

-
QC thinks there is a limit of in how much detail we can specify this (largely implementation dependant) UE behaviour.

-
Ericsson understands that the UE might at most take something like 19.2s for the measurements from the point the UE starts to measure (i.e. potentially only after the 60s).

-
NTT DCM wonders if this would endanger Rel-10 completion for RAN4 ? I.e. intention should still be to finalised in Rel-10 in June ? Ericsson confirms this is the intention.

	Agreements:

1
RAN2 will ask RAN4 to see if it is possible to clarify/sharpen the 60s requirement for PCH/IDLE state, and whether also other aspects of cell reselection in PCH/IDLE can be tightened in Rel-10.

Cell reselection in CELL_FACH can be discussed further as part of the enhanced CELL_FACH WI.


=>
Will send LS to RAN4 in R2-112522

R2-112167:
Addition of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Electronics Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, TeliaSonera
CR
36.300

-
B REL-10
TEI10

R2-112166:
Addition of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Electronics Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, TeliaSonera
CR
36.331

-
B REL-10
TEI10

R2-112165:
Addition of measurements and reselection from UTRAN CELL_FACH to E-UTRAN
Renesas Electronics Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, TeliaSonera
CR
25.331

-
B REL-10
TEI10

All 3 Tdocs not treated.
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112163
Example of state changes in UE
TeliaSonera
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

withdrawn
4.3
Release 11

4.3.1
SI: RAN improvements for Machine Type communication (RP-100330)
(FS_NIMTC_RAN, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Sep. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100330)

Note:
Despite this location in the agenda this SI is still a REL-10 SI. All SIs that will not be finished at RAN #52 will 

be moved to REL-11.
RAN#51 decided to continue the SI up to June 2011, but with the focus limited to "RAN overload handling". Under this agenda item, joint UMTS/LTE contributions can be submitted (e.g. scenario related contributions, generic solutions,...). LTE specific solutions shall be submitted under 7.7 , UMTS specific solutions under 10.6. Note: TR37.868 v0.7.0 available in R2-106033.

RAN overload

R2-112198:
Clarification on the discussion of RACH Collision Probability
ITRI
Disc

Did we use the wrong collision probability in 6.3.1?

-
ZTE agrees that 2 different definitions are used and it would be good to align.

-
Chairman understands from previous discussions we should go with the definition from the Annex. ZTE thinks that then the simulations have to be rerun, and thinks both can be used as long as we understand what we are doing.

-
Huawei thinks both are ok as long as we realise what we are doing

-
Renesas thinks anyway the collision probability in the evaluations, so maybe it is not so important.

-
ITRI thinks there might be quite big difference between the 2 definitions like e.g. factor 10.

-
ZTE thinks RAN2 should preferably use the definition from the annex for future work. Huawei thinks if we want to compare different solutions, they should be compared based on the same definition.

=>
Accept discrepancy as is and realise that 6.3.1 takes the slot perspective rather than UE perspective. 

R2-112017:
Way forward of RAN overload solutions
ZTE
Disc

-
Nokia wonders what EAB is ? ZTE agrees we do not know the detailed solution, but the requirements are clear from SA1.

-
Huawei wonders why dynamic RACH resources would need to be specified as a solution ? Could this not all be handled by network implementation ? ZTE is thinking not only increasing/decreasing the current set of resources, but an additional set of RACH resources (dynamic) for delay tolerant devices

-
NSN thinks EAB is not that clear yet.

-
LG thinks we should think about how quickly RAN has to respond to overload.

-
Nokia wonders if proposal one means "non-MTC" when discussing legacy devices ? ZTE confirms, Non-delay tolerant.

R2-111852:
Solutions for RAN overload control
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

noted
-


Extension of AB as baseline scheme in Rel-11 (details to be discussed further)?

Discussion:

-
ALU thinks we should not agree on EAB at this stage based on simulations seen so far. ALU thinks we should really take the opportunity to decide on the best solution, and not just make a quick decision.

-
Vdf understands that EAB is supposed to be included in Rel-11. SA1 already agreed on this.

-
Ericsson agrees that EAB should be the baseline solution. Then we should discuss further how quickly we should be able to react e.g. is 1s enough ?

-
Huawei thinks it is ok to have EAB as baseline.  If there is significant benefit from other solutions they can still be considered in addition.

-
CATT agrees with Huawei

-
ALU is still concerned about agreeing on a scheme already now.

-
Vdf understands EAB as non-dymanic. Chairman assumes this still needs to be discussed

-
ALU thinks EAB as baseline is not correct because you will need to introduce additional mechanisms to overcome dynamic aspects.

-
NTT DCM also has concerns the SA1 based barring mechanism, e.g. an APN based barring mechanism. NSN thinks this should come from SA1.

-
DT is fine to agree on extension of AB as the baseline solution.

	Agreement:

1)
Extension of AB based on SA1 requirements will be introduced in Rel-11. Potential further proposed enhancements should show significant benefits compared to this baseline solution and other mechanisms already present.


First proposal from R2-112017:

-
Renesas thinks "no impact to non-delay tolerant UE's" is probably a too strong wording. But limiting the impact could be acceptable. ZTE could agree to this

-
ZTE wonders about the second bullet ? ZTE thinks most proposals so far spread the load at the cost of an increased delay. Vdf thinks if we delay the access too long, that would cost UE battery. So Vdf thinks 1st priority: limit impact to legacy UE's; 2nd priority: limit delay for delay tolerant UE's; 3rd priority: maximise number of UE's that can be handled

-
DT thinks preventing RAN overload is the main target.

=>
Noted

R2-112372:
Random Access Overload Control for MTC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
Huawei wonders how the UE gets the RAR before first transmission ? It is the RAR destined for other UE's ? LG assumes that the UE would try to read a RAR before first access. Huawei thinks at reasonable loads, most RAR opportunities are not used (>90%). So then it might take quite some time to get a RAR ? LG assumes the current window size should be used.

-
Vdf wonders how roamers are handled ? LG thinks this can be further studied. So far LG was assuming the same handling. Vdf assumes EAB could already handled with the roamers

-
Ericsson wonders if the assumption is that the network is sending RAR's all the time (just dummy) just in case UE's try to access the system ? LG assumes in high load cases there would already be sufficient normal RAR's sent.

R2-112071:
Evaluation on push based RAN overload control schemes
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
-
LG wonders if we should really be considered about additional delay for delay tolerant devices ? Huawei clarifies that their main point is that the MTC specific backoff does the same thing as EAB: spread MTC load in time. Then Huawei thinks it is enough to have one mechanism.

Rule out dynamic RACH, Separate RACH, MTC specific backoff ?
Discussion

-
Huawei thinks we could try to rule out having separate RACH resources for MTC devices ? 

-
ZTE thinks this is too early. If we want to improve delay performance of MTC devices, dynamic separate RACH resources could be one of the solutions. Also QC thinks it is too early to rule out this solution. It would allow a gradual resumption/rejection of MTC traffic.

=>
Noted

R2-112074:
Grouping of MTC devices
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112250:
Further Study of Access Performance for MTC Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell Disc
R2-112073:
Counting mechanism for MTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-111918:
Extended Access Barring for delay tolerant devices
ZTE
Disc

R2-112247:
Merits of the Slotted Access Methods for MTC Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell Disc

All 5 Tdocs not treated
Options:
?

- Rel10 solution (already there)

- "EAB" (accept?)

- MTC specific backoff 

- Dynamic allocation of RACH

- Separate RACH

- Slotted access

- Pull based solution

- Other solutions?

Other aspects

R2-112072:
Preliminary analysis on RAN impacts by the building blocks identified by SA#51
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-111919:
Analysis on high priority MTC requirement
ZTE
Disc

Both not treated
5
LTE Release 9 and earlier releases
(LTE-L23, leading WG: RAN2, REL-8, started: Sep. 06, closed: Dec. 08, WID: RP-080747)
=> Including email progress report on [73#44] LTE: How to best capture optional features in LTE specification [Nokia]

=> Email discussion outcome on 73#44] LTE: How to best capture optional features in LTE spec  [Nokia]
R2-111956:
[73#44] LTE: How to best capture optional features in LTE specification
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)
-
Ericsson wonders about conditional mandatory optionality: where do we draw the line: there are a lot of subfeatures of CA which are mandatory if you support CA. So what level of detail do we target ?

-
Mediatek wonders where the scope of each bit will be described ? E.g. the CSG bit will be IDLE in Rel-8. Intention is that this would be clear from the description.

Proposal 2:

-
Orange wonders if the move does not result in confusion.Some rewording of the CR might be needed in this respect (not refer to the optional case but the mandatory case).

-
Nokia indicates that some Rel-10 conditional mandatory features are missing.

Proposal 4:

	Agreements:

1:
Capture optional features in 36.306 as no other opinions were presented

2:
Move conditionally mandatory features in 36.306

3:
Indicate in chapter 4 of 36.306 that also features being optional without UE capability being are listed

4:
Capture above mentioned feature to the CRs to 36.306 being optional without UE capability signalling


R2-111959:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.306

-
F

REL-8

LTE-L23
=>
Scope of CSG feature should be more clearly specified

=>
Written on incorrect version of the spec

=>
Change title of X.2 to PWS

=>
Some rewording of beginning of section 4

=>
Ericsson wonders w.r.t. X.2.1 whether we want to go in the indicated detail or just indicate the high level feature ? Can think about this but it should always be clear what we talk about. If we stay at the current detail level we should also indicate the ETWS indication.

=>
Abbreviations should be added

=>
Clause numbering of different releases should be the same

=>
Samsung indicates that in 36.331 we have the definition of CSG in Annex B2. Maybe some part of this feature should be moved to 36.306 ? Can be discussed offline.

=>
Will see update in R2-112524 

R2-112524:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Ericsson wonders if the new abbreviations are in 21.905 ? Nokia can check

-
ALU thinks maybe we should call the section heading "optional and mandatory features without capability bit" of section X. NTT DCM agrees. QC thinks there are many mandatory features without capability bit. ALU thinks we could say "features without capability bit"

=>
Will for this meeting leave B.2 where it is. 

=>
Will see update of this CR in R2-112601

R2-112601:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
For CSG functionality, add the word "some": "Some parts of the CSG reselection feature is option to support [ref]"

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112608

R2-111960:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.306

-
F

REL-9

TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Handling of emergency call should still be discuss

=>
Should not list when a feature it is optional, but when a feature is mandatory (e.g. emergency call, SSAC,....)

-
Huawei wonders if we should list the ECN feature ? Ericsson thinks so far we only list that it is optional for the eNB to support (in stage-2). Ericsson thinks in general this is service level "stuff", not AS for the UE (IP and above).

=>
Will see update in R2-112525

R2-112525:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Remove B.2 impact

=>
Check need for abbreviations

-
For the conditional mandatory features: add additional statements "for other UE's support for this feature is optional". NTT DCM assumes the feature is not applicable for other UE's.

=>
Add a separate section for conditionally mandatory features

=>
Will see update in R2-112602

R2-112602:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
For CSG functionality, add the word "some": "Some parts of the CSG reselection feature is option to support [ref]"

=>
The heading of X still talks about conditional mandatory, and has typo in mandatory

=>
With these changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112609

R2-111961:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.306

-
F

REL-10
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Change to official Rel-10 version

=>
Several Rel-10 conditionally mandatory features are missing (CSFB ACB, eMPS, delay tolerant)

-
Orange thinks the MBMS counting should be mandatory for MBMS supporting UE's. The LS from RAN indicates it is optional. NTT DCM indicates conclusion from RAN was optional. Ericsson thinks we should stick to the RAN decision. Chairman indicates that if the MBMS UE does not support the counting, he will punish himself.

=>
Can discuss text on OTDOA feature

=>
NTT DCM would prefer to remove the RLF section in the Rel-10 CR. Nokia indicates it would mean we have the chapter in Rel-9 CR, and have a void in Rel-10 CR ? 

=>
Will see update in R2-112526

R2-112526:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Same changes as for Rel-9 version

-
Ericsson wonders about the "void" in X.4 ? It was offline discussed and rather than indicating FFS for RLF, the note in the start of the new section was introduced. Ericsson would prefer to keep the section and the note.

=>
Power management should refer to 36.101. Can be checked ?

=>
Will see update in R2-112603
R2-112603:
Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
For CSG functionality, add the word "some": "Some parts of the CSG reselection feature is option to support [ref]"

=>
Remove section X.4.1

=>
The heading of X still talks about conditional mandatory, and has typo in mandatory

=>
With these changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112610
R2-112374:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-112375:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

-
ALU would like to keep open the issue about the emergency call. Nokia proposes to remove it from 36.331 and have it with similar wording in 36.306. Then we can still discuss removal/change of 36.306.

=>
Consequence if approved should be updated

=>
CR's were first in principle agreed with this change in R2-112529, R2-112530 (R2-112529 & R2-112530 were not provided and withdrawn), but after offline discussion, Nokia came back and proposed also to move Annex B.2 of 36.331 to 36.306 with these CRs and include under CSG feature.

-
Ericsson is ok to move as long as there is something optional.

-
Chairman wonders if we will not hide the mandatory part this way  ? Maybe we should only move the optional part.

-
MotM would like to move all M/O to 36.306

=>
Will move everything to 36.306, but will still make it very clear what part is mandatory.

R2-112591:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Rel-8 => Withdrawn
R2-112592:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Rel-9 => Updated before presentation in R2-112604

R2-112604:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Rel-9

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112593:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Rel-10 => Updated presentation in R2-112605

R2-112605:
"CR to 36.331 on 
 Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability"
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Rel-10

=>
CR is in principle agreed
Handling of unknown NS
R2-111869:
Handling of unknown NS value
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
noted
- related response LS proposed in R2-111870

-


R2-112354:
UE behavior for unsupported NS signaling
Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
ZTE wonders if proposal 1 is to introduce a new band number for the same band ? Ericsson thinks from signalling point of view it should look like a new band (new band indicator).

R2-112217:
UE behavior upon receiving not supported NS value
Samsung

Disc
not treated
- New band definition required for existing bands with new Ns?

- Should examine both IDLE mode and CONN mode?

- Introduce from Rel8, or ask RAN4 to introduce in 36.307 for future bands supported by Rel-8/9 UEs?

Handling of new NS in existing bands with UE's out in the market:

-
NEC thinks for existing bands the option of a new SIB should be considered (see R2-112401). If we do that solution, it would have to be done from Rel-8.

-
ZTE wonders in general that a UE with incorrect interpretation of NS will only impact UL tx ? Qualcomm understands that this is only about UL tx.

-
Nokia wonders about the current UE behaviour ? Samsung thinks current behaviour for broadcast is not so clear. For frequency bands we introduced a clarification in our specs, but the same clarification is not made for NS.

-
W.r.t. connected mode, QC thinks maybe we should indicate supported NS values to the network so that the network can avoid sending incorrect handover. Nokia thinks if we add new bands for new NS values, then the network will know.

-
Ericsson thinks we could discriminate existing bands with UE's in the field (where we have this problem and need to define new bands), and existing bands without UE's in the field.

-
NEC has concerns about defining new bands for existing bands. 

=>
Handle with a new band indicator

Handling of new bands/existing bands with no UE's in the field

-
NEC would like not to have to define new bands for this case for every NS value.

-
Two options on the table:


A) have the new UE behaviour defined from Rel-8


B) have the new UE behaviour defined from Rel-10, and specify additional requiremens for Rel-8/9 UE's for a band in 36.307

-
QC wonders if there is no backward compatibility issue with option A ? Ericsson thinks that is handled with the new band indicator for existing bands, i.e. RAN4 will not define new NS values for existing bands with UE's in the market.

-
Connected mode handling: Ericsson thinks the UE should barr the cell and go to error handling. Ericsson thinks it might be good to clarify this. Ericsson assumes this new NS values are not deployed on the fly so there is no need to have a UE capability w.r.t. NS values so that the network knows. Nokia then wonders if there is any real problem ?  Chairman assumes in inter-freq (inter-band) handover this case could happen.

-
QC wonders if we have the case of a new NS value and a UE does not support it, will the network continuously try to handover the UE to that frequency ? Also QC thinks that the problem exists for measurements: network will see support of a band and will ask the UE to measure, but actually the UE cannot use that band/freq. This problem would also be solved if we stick to defining new bands for new NS values. If we allow new NS values, we will have to define new UE capability.

-
NTT DCM wonders why we have option b) ? If it is rare, option a) should be sufficient.

-
QC pointed out a problem that for IDLE mode reselection, UE's have to read SIB2. Currently all suitability criteria are in SIB1. Now there would be a part in SIB2. Nokia agrees.

	Agreements:

1:
Reply to RAN4 that any new NS values shall not be added to frequency bands which are already defined and UE's are out in the field subject to backward compatibility issues. In this case a new band indicator should be used. 

2:
For new bands / bands with no UE's in the field we have the following options:


a) New band indicator


b) IDLE: UE applies cell barring
    CONN: network will start unnecessary UE measurements based on band support


                 UE applies reconfiguration error handling in case of handover


c) IDLE: UE applies cell barring
    CONN: UE will signal supported NS values to network as part of capability

                       UE applies reconfiguration error handling in case of handover
                 (should not happen)


Best option to choose might depend on how common having additional NS will be.


After offline discussion:

-
Understanding is that addition of a new NS value will be really rare. LS is provided in R2-112410.

-
ZTE wonders if solution 1 is also applicable to new bands ? Ericsson proposes for new bands to also use the approach that if there is a second NS added after the introduction of the band, it is handled by a second band indicator.

=>
Will only have multiple NS values for a band if all UE's supporting that band also support all values. Note that this is not possible if other NS values are introduce when already UE's exist on the market.

R2-112339:
UE behavior for unsupported NS values
Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
- F REL-8 LTE-L23, LTE-RF

R2-112338:
UE behavior for unsupported NS values
Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
- A REL-9 LTE-L23, LTE-RF

R2-112330:
UE behavior for unsupported NS values
Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
- A REL-10 LTE-L23, LTE-RF

All 3 Tdocs not treated.

R2-111871:
Handling of unknown Additional Spectrum Emission
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331

-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-112218:
Clarification of UE behavior upon receiving not supported NS value
Samsung
CR
36.331

-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
Both not treated
Handover between LTE FDD/TDD

R2-111866:
UE support of handover between FDD and TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
- related response LS proposed in R2-111867

- 
CMCC wonders how large the additional complexity is expected to be ? QC thinks at least it is clear that today there is no IOT availability.

-
CMCC thinks there are 2 scenarios: handover between FDD and TDD in same PLMN, and handover in case of different PLMNs ?

-
Mediatek would prefer the handover is mandatory, but there is an FGI bit. Is this the QC propsoal ?

-
W.r.t. the solution 1, QC assumes it would mean that during this ATTACH the UE can never reselect to the other mode since the UE only indicated support of bands corresponding to the same mode.

-
Mediatek thinks we should not talk about a TDD mode/FDD mode for this UE. It only has one mode.

R2-112382:
Capability indication of handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. Disc REL-8
LTE-L23

-
CATT wonders why a UE not supporting inter-mode handover would have to indicate both TDD and FDD bands. LG assumes that Rel89 would still support other mobility solutions like release with redirection.
R2-111827:
Discussion on UE Support of Handovers between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
CATT
not treated
FGI ? or optionality bit ? From Rel-10 ?

Discussion

-
QC would also be ok with optionality bit.

-
Ericsson thinks the first question is whether the core specifications support the handover or not ? Ericsson assumes there is no problem. Nokia thinks performance requirements are different for inter-freq measurements FDD->TDD and TDD->TDD.

-
Renesas wonders if we should really consider FDD/TDD as different RAT's, or modes in a RAT. Renesas considers this as a inter-freq handover.

-
Renesas understands that if you need gaps, the gaps are the same if you measure e.g. from TDD on TDD or from FDD on TDD. Renesas assumes accuracy requirements would be the same (maybe time requirements are different)

-
Renesas thinks an FGI might be good.

After offline:

-
Most companies agree that there is no real network. So it is assumed to rely on UE implementation aspect. If networks become available that support mobility between both modes, then handover could be supported. But it could not be concluded if it would be capability/FGI bit.  Current redirection support is indicated by band support. So we might need special bit. Most companies seem to think it would be a mandatory feature for a UE indicating support of both FDD and TDD modes. 

-
Chairman wonders if the "UE implementation option" of only signalling FDD or TDD mode part would work ? Nokia wonders if TAU could be used to indicate capabilty change ? QC indicates that for LTE we have agreed capabilities would never change. Chairman has same understanding. QC thinks in the UE implementation option, UE starting in FDD mode and then moving to TDD only area, UE will have to do a new ATTACH. ALU thinks it could work like "putting the SIM in another phone" i.e. doing a new Attach.

-
Samsung thinks currently there are no networks.

-
Renesas wonders if the "UE implementation option" would have any specification impact ? Probably not.

-
Nokia thinks it should be clear from 36.306 whether a UE supporting both modes should be supported ?

-
ALU assumes an FGI bit would have to be introduced in Rel-8. NTT DCM agrees. Ericsson thinks another option would be to have it from Rel-10 only, and Rel89 UE would have to rely on "UE implementation option".

-
Samsung wonders if we need to go for the implementation option if we have the FGI bit from Rel-8. NTT DCM thinks that as long as there is a network with which you can IOT the redirection, the "UE implementation option" seems the only option for the UE.

-
Ericsson thinks the "UE implementation option" does not impact the spec, and can always be implemented by a UE.

-
Ericsson would prefer to only have technical endorsed CR's to RAN#

-
LG would prefer to have the FGI bit only from Rel-10. Rel89 could rely on UE implementation option. QC thinks this would mean a dual-mode UE (signalling bands of two modes) would have to be Rel-10. ALU agrees with QC.

	Agreements:

1) From RAN2 signalling point of view we support inter-mode handover.

2) For UE supporting both modes and signalling support, we will introduce an FGI bit to indicate IOT testing of inter-mode handover. Rel-8. Bit can only be set when inter-freq FGI bit is set.

Note: It seems a "UE implementation option", i.e. UE only uploading capabilities applicable to the mode of the current cell could work. If mode of network would change, the UE would act as if "the SIM is placed in new phone" and have to do new ATTACH. FFS to really confirm this approach works.


=> 
Will see LS in R2-112411

=>
Qualcomm will provide CRs in R2-112534-R112536; try to technically endorse

R2-112534:
Introduction of FGI bit for handover between FDD and TDD Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331

-
F
REL-8

LTE-L23
-
QC explains that FGI28/29 are used in Rel-9.

=>
Note should refer to bit 13, not to bit 25 ? QC would be ok but wanted to keep it independant ? NTT DCM thinks it is better to refer to bit 13.

-
NTT DCM wonders if we need 2 bits for the 2 directions ? QC is currently assuming only 1 bit for both directions.

-
LG would prefer to have from Rel-10. QC wonders what the problem is from Rel-8 ? Anyhow existing UE's will not support it. LG thinks for Rel89 this should not be considered a mandatory feature; there is anyway no dual-mode network.

-
Chairman assumes if we have no Rel89 bit, then it is not allowed/possible to support this feature in Rel89. QC does not understand why this support needs to be to forbidden ? LG thinks there is no network support anyway. Ericsson thinks there cannot be a problem for Rel89 UE's by defining the bit

-
Samsung is a bit unconfortable by having a new mandatory feature for Rel89. Samsung thinks the compromise could be a bit from Rel-9.

=>
Will have FGI bit in Rel-9 and Rel-10

=>
For Rel-8:


a) FGI bit


b) Statement that the feature is not supported


c) Optionality bit
-
Huawei would prefer to have the FGI bit.

-
QC thinks the problem with b) is that the UE is not really allowed to support the feature.

=>
Will revisit Rel-8 issue in next meeting

-
ALU wonders if bit 25 indicates both intra-FDD, intra-TDD and cross-mode measurements? Reneases confirms this understanding.

=>
REL-8 CR is postponed
R2-112535:
Introduction of FGI bit for handover between FDD and TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331

-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=>
Bit number in note for bit 30 should be changed from 25 to 13

=>
Change category

=>
Should clarify it 25 that it also concerns cross-mode measurement

=>
CR is in principle agreed with these changes in R2-112612
R2-112536:
Introduction of FGI bit for handover between FDD and TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331

-
A

REL-10
LTE-L23
=>
Bit number in note for bit 30 should be changed from 25 to 13

=>
Should clarify it 25 that it also concerns cross-mode measurement (note that this change also has to be made to Rel-8)

=>
CR is in principle agreed with these changes in R2-112613

R2-112383:
Capability indication of handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-112384:
Capability indication of handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.331

-
F

REL-9
LTE-L23

R2-112385:
Capability indication of handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.331

-
B

REL-10
LTE-L23

R2-112387:
UE capability for handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.306

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-112388:
UE capability for handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.306

-
F

REL-9
LTE-L23

R2-112389:
UE capability for handover support between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.306

-
B

REL-10
LTE-L23

All 6 Tdocs not treated.
TDD/FDD capability handling

R2-111868:
UE capability for FDD and TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
-
Huawei wonders what is the benefit of splitting out the capabilities ? QC thinks with the current signalling, the UE can only indicate the "minimum set" of what it supports in FDD and TDD. E.g. if it supports short-DRX only in FDD, it cannot indicate it. Huawei see no reason why the need for short-DRX would be different in FDD and TDD.

-
NTT DCM thinks up to now we try to have similar specification. NTT DCM thinks we should continue with this approach. E.g. what is mandatory in one mode is mandatory in another mode. If there is specific problems with specific features, we should discuss this feature by feature. QC would be ok with that approach.

-
QC also wonders about FGI: IOT availability might be quite different for TDD and FDD. CMCC wonders if there is really a problem. First networks will be signal mode and UE only needs to indicate one mode. When dual-mode networks come, these features should be stable.

-
QC thinks one also need to look at this from a UE point of view: do we want the UE to downgrade capabilities when it becomes a dual-mode ?

After offline:

-
QC thinks since we do not have a dual mode network yet, we do not know the differences.

=> 
Assumption is that we can come back to this issue on a feature by feature bases.

=>
All currently indicated capability bits apply to both modes (if no specific mode is indicated)
Rel-8:
R2-111979:
Cancellation of Padding BSR
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
LG has a different understanding: padding BSR will be cancelled when any BSR is included.

-
Ericsson agrees with the intention, but wonders if it could be misinterpretated. 

-
NSN agrees with LG. Renesas also thinks for Rel89 this sentence covers the case.

-
Samsung agrees the CR behaviour is correct, but assumes like other companies that this is already sufficiently clear.

-
Panasonic agrees this is sufficiently clear.

=>
Captured behaviour in the CRs is correct but no clarification is considered necessary. Noted.

R2-111976:
Cancellation of Padding BSR
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321

-
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-111977:
Cancellation of Padding BSR
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321

-
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
R2-111978:
Cancellation of Padding BSR
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321

-
A
REL-10
LTE-L23
All 3 CRs not treated after R2-111979 conclusion.
R2-112034:
s-measure handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
-
Samsung does not see a real problem in the current specification. Samsung assumes the s-Measure in the variable will be set to -140..044. huawei agrees but this is not in line with the description of the variable.

R2-112036:
CR for s-measure handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-112038:
CR for s-measure handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331

-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
R2-112039:
CR for s-measure handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331

-
A

REL-10
LTE-L23
-
Nokia assumes it is not really a critical issue: probably no confusion/misunderstanding is possible.

-
LG has some sympathy with the intention, but sees no real need or only Rel-10.

-
Samsung is ok with CR from Rel-10.

-
Ericsson thinks it is a usefull cleanup.

-
QC points out that if the smeas signalled is equal to zero, the smeas is not used. This information is lost if we agree the CR: the variable seems no longer able to say it is not used. Assumption should be that if teh value 0 is signalled, the UE does not store the smeas in the variable (i.e. clearing).

=>
Rel8/9 CRs are not considered necessary. R2-112036, R2-112038 not agreed
=>
Category of Rel-10 CR should be updated

=>
Update of R2-112039 with change of category is in principle agreed in R2-112538

R2-112263:
Correction for random access procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-112264:
Correction for random access procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-112266:
Correction for random access procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

-
LG received offline comment that there are some error in the coversheet (e.g. wrong WI code)

-
QC wonders if LG had any other potential trigger in mind ? LG thinks without this clarification, the RACH can be initiated by the UE at random.

-
ZTE wonders about the RACH procedure for the RRC connection request ? 

-
NSN thinks the CR is not needed. Huawei also thinks the CR is not needed. Huawei assumes no implementation would trigger at random.

=>
Not agreed (no support)

Rel-9: Positioning

R2-112026:
Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.305

-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-112031:
Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.305

-
A

REL-10
LCS_LTE
=>
QC agrees something should be corrected. However change seems not correct. e.g. the NAS layer should be terminated in the MME. So some changes are needed.

=>
QC thinks we should inform CT4 we change the figure

-
ALU agrees with QC comments.

=>
NSN thinks also introduction part should be updated.

=>
Can see updated CRs in R2-112539/R2-112540
=>
LS to CT4 to inform update in R2-112541

R2-112539:
Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
Huawei, HiSilicon

=>
Further update in R2-112568 
R2-112540:
Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
Huawei, HiSilicon

=>
Further update in R2-112569
R2-112568:
Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
Huawei, HiSilicon

=>
In principle agreed
R2-112569:
Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
Huawei, HiSilicon

=>
In principle agreed
R2-111828:
Corrections to Align Stage2 with Stage3
CATT
CR
36.305

-
F
REL-9

TEI9, LCS_LTE
R2-111829:
Corrections to Align Stage2 with Stage3
CATT
CR
36.305

-
A
REL-10
TEI9, LCS_LTE
-
QC supports the CR

-
Huawei wonders about the second change: do we need to capture all stage-3 details ?

=>
NSN thinks the first figure needs to be updated for step1 and step4 (should use correct message names): LCS-AP PDU should be updated.

=>
Updated after offline disussion in R2-112553/R2-112554

R2-112553:
Corrections to Align Stage2 with Stage3
CATT

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112554:
Corrections to Align Stage2 with Stage3
CATT

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112194:
Clarifications to description of OTDOA positioning fields Intel Corporation CR 36.355 - F REL-9 LCS_LTE

=>
Revised in R2-112399
R2-112399:
Clarifications to description of OTDOA positioning fields
Intel Corporation CR 36.355 - F REL-9 LCS_LTE
=>
Revised in R2-112523

R2-112523:
Clarifications to description of OTDOA positioning fields
Intel Corporation CR 36.355 - F REL-9 LCS_LTE
-
QC thinks the first change is not correct. Ericsson assumes the change is correct. So far we have not talked about burst. NSN agrees with Ericsson.

=>
CR is in principle agreed (Cat A CR next meeting).
R2-112243:
OTDOA assistance data for TDD
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
36.355
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
Updated before presentation in R2-112527

R2-112527:
OTDOA assistance data for TDD
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
36.355

-
F

REL-9

LCS_LTE
-
Hauwei wonders if the TDD mode is assumed to be the same also for the inter-freq case ? Renesas confirms. Huawei assumes that since we already have gaps, we do not need to have the TDD modes the same.

-
Ericsson thinks the note is not needed. E.g. one problem is that the serving cell might not have PRS. Also the note only seems to work in synchronuous networks.

-
CATT sees no difference between FDD and TDD for the PRS measurement in this respect. 

-
QC also thinks the CR is not needed.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112244:
OTDOA assistance data for TDD
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
36.355

-
A

REL-10
LCS_LTE
revised in R2-112528
R2-112528
OTDOA assistance data for TDD
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
36.355

-
A

REL-10
LCS_LTE

not agreed

Rel-9: MBMS

R2-111895:
Radio frame alignment of common subframe period for eMBMS operation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
-
F
REL-9

MBMS_LTE
-
ZTE agrees with the paper.

-
NSN wonders if we also need to clarify the MCH scheduling period ?

-
NSN wonders if we align this way the UE might have to awake more often ?  MCCH can appear in the middle of MCH scheduling period ?

After offline discussion:

-
It turns out that there is different understanding: some think SFN cycle alignment, some think it should be aligned with the MCCH offset . Intention is to discuss this offline up to next meeting between interested parties.

-
Also MSP can be discussed offline between interested parties.

=>
Not agreed

R2-111926:
Clarification on the continuity in an MBSFN area
ZTE
CR
36.331
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R2-111927:
Clarification on the continuity in an MBSFN area
ZTE
CR
36.331
-
A

REL-10
MBMS_LTE
-
Huawei wonders if this is really needed. It seems quite clear already. IPW thinks it is not clear what "corresponding" means. IPW would talk about "SIB13 in both source and target cell contains a ..."

-
LG thinks current text is very clear. Ericsson thinks agrees it is clear. Samsung agrees.

=>
Both not agreed
R2-111929:
Clarification on MCCH change notification
ZTE
CR
36.331

-
A

REL-10
MBMS_LTE
-
Orange supports the intention for the first change. Second change wording should be changed

-
Huawei thinks sentence is quite clear already and sees no need for a change. Samsung thinks we clarified in Rel-10 that an MBMS service is a service received by an MRB

-
Orange agrees with Samsung.

-
IPW supports the first change

-
Samsung thinks the note is already clear from the definition: MBMS service in 36.331 only is the MRB case. This is only clarified in the Rel-10 spec it seems.

-
NSN sees no need for any CR. Ericsson thinks current text is sufficiently clear.

=>
Seems not so needed. Can continue offline and comeback next meeting. CR is postponed.
R2-111930:
Clarification on MCCH change notification
ZTE
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
not treated
Rel-9: Other
R2-111872:
Definition of E-UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305

-
F
REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN wonders if this could not be included in another CR ?

=>
Will be included in R2-112539/R2-112540

R2-111873:
Definition of E-UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355

-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
=>
Can discuss with Intel whether this can be merged in the Intel CR on 36.355. No separate CR

=>
will be merged into R2-112523 and REL-10 CR for next meeting

R2-112206:
Add pre Rel-10 procedures to processing delay requirement for RRC procedure Section 11.2 Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
QC wonders if there is an impact on RAN5 testcases ? ALU not sure.
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112335:
Removal of IMS emergency call requirement
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-112336:
Removal of IMS emergency call requirement (REL-10)
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

-
ALU would like more time.

-
NTT DCM agrees with ALU and would like more time. NTT DCM would prefer to receive the LS before agreeing to change this.  Verizon agrees with ALU/NTT DCM.

-
Ericsson wonders even if it is mandatory, why list it here ? ALU thinks there are AS related aspects. Ericsson sees no relevance to indicate this in AS spec's. E.g. the eNB does not need to know. 

-
ALU understands from the CT1 IMS, there are different levels of IMS support. 

=>
Both CRs not agreed (for now move this to 36.306, and wait for response on LS)

Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112299
Correction of the figure about protocol layering
Qualcomm Incorporated

=> Withdawn
R2-112349
UE behavior for unsupported NS signaling
Ericsson & ST-Ericsson

=> Withdrawn, see R2-112354 instead
R2-112373
CR to 36.331 on Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

=> withdrawn
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6.1
WI: Carrier aggregation (RP-100661), UL-MIMO, eDL-MIMO
(LTE_CA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100661)
(LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100959)

(LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-100196)
Note: UL/DL MIMO related contributions can also be submitted under this agenda item.

6.1.1
Stage-2

E.g. UE capability modelling, ...

MIMO capability in category

R2-111884:
Open issues on UE capability
Samsung
Disc




 REL-10
LTE_CA-core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core
Proposal 3:

-
Nokia wonders what "efficient" means?

R2-112222:
CA and MIMO Capabilities in LTE Rel-10
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, UL-MIMO, eDL-MIMO
noted
UE is allowed to signal lower value in band combination, but UE is not allowed to reject?

Band combination indicates "effficient support"?

Discussion:

After offline discussion:

-
Offline was not able to conclude on anything. Some companies think bandcombination signalling can indicate higher number of layers. Some other companies think this should not be possible.

Proposal 1 from Ericsson paper:

-
QC wonders if this is only for cat1-5 or all cat's ? Ericsson intends for all categories. QC wonders what happens if the category indicates "2 or 4" ?

General:

-
Nokia points out that RAN4 is discussing the same issue. 

-
Nokia thinks there is no impact on UE capabilities or ASN.1, so the issue is not so urgent. Nokia thinks it would be preferable to wait for RAN4.

-
Verizon understanding is that an LS will come soon from RAN4.

Proposal 5 from Samsung paper:

-
Huawei wonders why we link this to CA ? Samsung was thinking about DL only bands which could potentially be defined in the future.

	Agreements:

5:
The UE should in RF-Parameters IE include all bands which are included in BandParameters-r10 as single carrier band combinations.


=>
This will be captured in R2-112550 36.331

R2-112550:
Clarification on MIMO-CapabilityDL, bandEUTRA-r10 and supportedBandListEUTRA 

-
Should move the text to the field decription with a "shall" statement

-
Should make it clear we mean the case of only 1 carrier in the and comination

=>
Will see update in R2-112607
R2-112607:
Clarification on MIMO-CapabilityDL, bandEUTRA-r10 and supportedBandListEUTRA 

-
Huawei asks again why we limit to single entry case ? Is it only related to a future DL only band ?

=>
Remove " with a single entry of BandParameters-r10."

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112647
R2-112340:
CA and MIMO Capabilities in LTE Rel-10
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.306

- F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, UL-MIMO, eDL-MIMO

R2-111886:
Clarification on Maximum number of supported layers for spatial multiplexing in DL
Samsung CR 36.306 
- F 
REL-10
LTE_CA-core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

R2-111887:
Clarification on bandEUTRA-r10 and supportedBandListEUTRA
Samsung
CR 36.331 - F REL-10
LTE_CA-core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

R2-112381:
Rel-10 CA and MIMO capability
MediaTek
Disc  REL-10
LTE_CA-MIMO

All 4 Tdocs not treated.
Different band support in Rel-8 /10?

R2-111944:
Consideration on Specific Band of MIMO Capability
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
 REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-111945:
CR for MIMO capability to 36.306
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.306

-
F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
Both Tdocs not treated
Other

R2-111875:
Corrections of MAC & RRC functions
Potevio, New Postcom
CR
36.300

- F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
=>
Updated in R2-112532

R2-112532:
Corrections of MAC & RRC functions
Potevio, New Postcom
CR
36.300

- F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
-
Ericsson wonders if the RN bullets are not already covered by other bullets.  First bullet for RN is already covered by security function. Huawei agrees with Ericsson.

-
Renesas wonders if act/deact should be listed in 6.1.1. since it is a MAC function ? E.g. PHR is also not listed ? Huawei agrees this is not really a MAC functoin: it is just signalled by MAC. 

-
Renesas wonders about Pcell change ? Is the RRC responsible ? 

-
Specification version number is incorrect

-
NSN thinks a CR is not really needed. These sections are anyway only captured when we did not know what layer was covering what function

-
Potevio thinks there is implicit/explicit activation, so it is not only MAC signalling.

-
Ericsson sees no need for a CR

=>
Not agreed (people can come with joint CR to next meeting if correction is really needed)

R2-112006:
Small corrections in 36.300
HTC
CR
36.300

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
-
Ericsson thinks the second change is not really needed. CSI is already included in 21.905 so not so needed to include here.

=>
Not agreed

R2-112042:
Miscellaneous corrections to 36.300
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.300

- F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
=>
CATT thinks for the first change we only have to talk about Pcell. Huawei agrees.

=>
Should be updated to latest spec version

-
NSN wonders about the change in 5.5. 

-
LG wonders how much detail we should have in the stage-2. LG thinks there is no confusion in the stage-3. NSN agrees with LG. 

=>
Not agreed; if companies thinks some stage-2 corrections are really necessary, please come with joint CR for next meeting. But intention should not be to include stage-3 in stage-2. Rapporteur can coordinate.
R2-112068:
Editorial modification on the DRX operation in 36.300
HTC
CR
36.300

- D REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
-
Issue seems to be quite detailed stage-3 issue. NSN thinks this cannot be misunderstood.

=> 
Not agreed
6.1.2
Stage-3 Common

Stage-3 aspects related to both control- and user plane. E.g. inclusion of user plane parameters in RRC,.....

R2-112097:
Type 1 triggered SRS resources handling at TAT expiry and D-SR failure
Fujitsu
Disc
 REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
LG thinks when we keep the resources, timing unaligned uplink transmissions could occur e.g. due to false alarm. Therefore LG thinks we should release. Chairman assumes this is not an issue since in general it is clear that a unsync UE will not perform UL transmissions. Ericsson indicates this is currently only captured in stage-2. NTT DCM wonders if we should not have stage-3 text on this somewhere ? Ericsson agrees maybe it would be good to clarify this. NSN thinks only case not clear is aperiodic SRS. 

-
ZTE thinks we are only talking about the configuration. 

-
Samsung thinks it would be good to align Type0 and Type1 and thus release. CATT thinks there is a difference between Type0 and Type1: The Type1 can be shared anyway, so there is no problem to keep the configuration. Pantech agrees with CATT.

-
Nokia would like to align. 

-
NSN sees no reason to release so would be fine to keep. Ericsson agrees. Ericsson thinks we could apply the same approach as for dedicated AckNack resources which we agreed not to release unless a problem is identified.

-
ITRI agrees with NSN.

-
Samsung wonders how often this will really happen ? 

-
Huawei is fine to keep now, and only if we find a problem we can reconsider.

-
Samsung understands that for aperiodic CQI the UE needs to configure again after TAT expiry before it can be used. Why not apply the same principle for aperiodic SRS ? NSN points out aperiodic CQI is OR, and aperiodic SRS is ON.

-
Huawei indicates MAC already indiactes that UL grants and DL assignments are cleared. 

=>
See no need for Release. Can be revisited if a problem is found in the future.

=>
Will have MAC CR making it clear that the UE should not perform any UL transmissions other than RACH when it is not UL timing aligned. Will see CR in R2-112552
=>
Can check if other changes are needed in MAC, e.g. to prevent that aperiodic SRS trigger would cause RACH.
R2-112552:
UL transmissions when the timeAlignmentTimer is not running
=>
Ericsson would prefer not to capture this as part of the bullet list but below the list as a separate paragraph. 

=>
Ericsson would prefer also to have the positive formulation, something like: "except for RACH, uplink transmissions are only allowed when the TAT is running".

=>
Location of sentence can be discussed

=>
Ericsson proposes this is a TEI-10 CR

-
Fujitsu wonders if UE performs RACH procedure when aperiodic SRS is triggered.  NTT DCM thinks this is not the intention: we just want the UE not to transmit the aperiodic SRS.

=>
ALU would like to see impact analysis if not approved.

=>
Will see update in R2-112594

R2-112594:
UL transmissions when the timeAlignmentTimer is not running
NTT DOCOMO, Fujitsu
CR
36.321
-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
=>
Change start of sentence to "The UE"

=>
Remove "changes on change"

=>
Change "other than" to "except"

=>
With these changes the CR in principle agreed in R2-112616
R2-112100:
Clarification on type 1 triggered SRS resources
Fujitsu
CR
36.331

-
F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-111963
Image Rejection Discussion
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

withdrawn
R2-112311
Clarification on measurement object swapping procedure
MediaTek
Disc REL-10 LTE_CA-Core

=>
Withdrawn
6.1.3
Stage-3 Control Plane
L1 parameters

R2-112240:
Further updates on L1 parameters
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc  REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

Proposal 1:

-
NSN understands in some cases it is one set of 4 values, and in some cases it is two sets, 8 values in total. Ericsson understood the network can configure up to 4 values: it does not always have to be 4. Samsung has slight preference to have 2 sets of up to 4 values. Ericsson is also ok.

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung thinks the restriction should only be removed for TDD.
Proposal 5:

=>
Will be discussed with next paper

Proposal 8:

-
Samsung understands this is not really fixed yet, so it would be premature to take this decision. Ericsson thinks this is the current RAN1 assumption based on the email discussion. What is the alternative ? Not include anything for 2b and 2c ? Ericsson thinks the configuration part is clear.

Proposal 11:

-
NSN is ok to go this way for now, but RAN1 should really settle the value range in the next meeting. Or we should already add one bit more now ? Ericsson thinks we can decide at end of next meeting if still we have no confirmation from RAN1. NSN thinks they should confirm, but having 1 more bit would anyway be more safe ? ALU is fine to use 0..31 for now.

	Agreements:

1:
Introduce 2 sets of A/N resources with each set containing 1..4 resource values for PUCCH format 1b with channel selection in PUCCH-ConfigDedicated-v10x0. Each resource has the value range INTEGER (0..2047).
2:
Clarify the text ‘when one or more SCells are configured’ from the field description of pucch-Format to only be applicable for FDD. 
3:
Introduce tdd-AckNackFeedbackMode-v10x0 with ENUMERATED {channelSelection, spare1} in PUCCH-ConfigDedicated-v10x0. This parameter should be optional Need OR for TDD. Also the Condition on Rel-8/9 tdd-AckNackFeedbackMode needs to be updated to indicate that the Rel-8/9 tdd-AckNackFeedbackMode is mandatory present when the tdd-AckNackFeedbackMode-v10x0 is not present.
4:
Remove the FFS if (part of) tpc-PDCCH-ConfigPUSCH is needed in PhysicalConfigDedicatedSCell. 

6:
Remove the FFS whether SORTD can be used together with ackNackRepetition. 

7:
Remove the OPTIONAL Cond TDD on srs-ConfigApDCI-Format1a. 
8:
Change the field name srs-ConfigApDCI-Format1a to srs-ConfigApDCI-Format1a2b2c. And add a comment that it is FFS whether a clarification is needed in RRC to indicate that the triggering bit may be always present in DCI format 2C.    

9:
Remove FFS whether srs-Hoppingbandwidth and duration should be introduced for aperiodic SRS and remove the srs-HoppingBandwidthAp and durationAp from SRS-ConfigAp.

10:
Update the FFS ‘all value ranges FFS’ to ‘FFS on the value ranges for the srs-BandwidthAp and the freqDomainPositionAp’.
11:
Change the value range of srs-ConfigIndexAp to INTEGER (0..31) but add a comment that the value range is still to be confirmed. 


R2-112297:
Update of L1 parameters for CA and UL/DL MIMO
Samsung
Disc  REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

Should still discuss proposals 5,6

Proposal 5:

-
Samsung thinks we have 3 choices: 


a) remove related parameters


b) leave as they are


c) leave information but mark that it will not be used.

-
Ericsson thinks the network should be able to tell the 4tx UE to behave 2tx or as 4tx. If we remove the parameter, there is no possibility to tell a 4tx UE to fallback to 2tx. Ericsson expects RAN1 to discuss this parameter also at the next meeting, so maybe we can wait for RAN1.

-
NSN would prefer not to remove. NSN thinks if we want to really remove, it would also have impact to UE capability.

-
Samsung would prefer to leave but clarify not used or to remove.

=>
Will not change now and can rediscuss at next meeting hopefully based on input from RAN1

Proposal 6:

-
Ericsson wonders if the definition of the pmi-ri-report would have to updated ? Samsung thinks the definition would have to be updated a bit. PMI part if already ok. The pmi-ri-report will replace the pmi-disable.

-
Ericsson could agree that in principle it could work. Ericsson hopes people will not be confused. NSN has no strong opinion as long as meaning is clear. But we should have some reason to introduce a new parameter. Ericsson indicates that currently RAN1 has not introduce the pmi-disable in the RAN1 specs yet.

=>
Will not introduce the separate parameter but reuse existing pmi-ri-report. Have to make sure meaning is sufficiently clear.

R2-112123:
L1 Parameters
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc  REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

=>
Noted (nothing remaining)

R2-112205:
RRC configured Layer 1 parameters
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core

=>
Noted (nothing remaining)

R2-112241:
Further updates on L1 parameters
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331

-
B REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

=>
Above agreed changes still need to be reflected

=>
Will see update reflecting agreements from this meeting in R2-112557

R2-112557:
Further updates on L1 parameters
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331

-
B REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112298:
36.331 CR on update of L1 parameters for CA and UL/DL MIMO
Samsung
CR36.331 -B REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

not treated
R2-112328:
Aperiodic SRS configuration
ASUSTeK
CR
36.331 
 - F  REL-10 LTE_UL_MIMO-Core

Change 1 only:

=>
Proposal1 is agreed and will be included in R2-112557

R2-112155:
ASN.1 review “ some issues with CQI-ReportConfig-r10
Samsung
Disc
36.331
 ASN.1 review
REL-10
-

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson thinks in principle the aperiodic/periodic is already clear from the field names. Samsung could agree, but points out we have done the same grouping also for periodic so it seems more consistent to also do it for aperiodic. NSN also thinks maybe the change is not really needed. Samsung assumes it is not only naming: e.g. there should be benefits for default configuration. Currently we do not have defaults for aperiodic. Otherwise we would have to indicate them. 

-
NSN was assuming all Rel-10 IE's would be "deactivated/released" by definition (because UE could be connecting to Rel-8 network).

-
ALU supports proposal 1. Huawei also supports proposal 1

-
NSN wonders if the aperiodicCSI trigger has to be configured if you configure aperiodic reporting ? Is it not only applicable in case of CA. Samsung agrees that a need code for the trigger should be introduced. 

-
NSN wonders about Scell release, what happens with the DRXmeasurement configuration ?  Chairman assumes since the measurement object remains, the Scell DRX configuration would also remain even if last Scell is removed. ALU thinks we might need to clarify this in more detail. Samsung thinks it is clear at Scell release: it is the IE's in the Scelladdmod. NSN is also wondering about handover case. If next cell does not remove CA the parameters would never be removed ? But probably target cell has to use full configuration. We can think if we should make it more clear that the UE does not automatically remove subIE's from other IE's which concern Scells.

=>
Agreed, but should introduce need code. Can discuss if need ON or OR.

Proposal 2:

-
QC supports the proposal. QC understands there is no change in the condition for ALT2 ? Samsung assumes the condition is no longer needed. QC indicates that the condition was that the IE could not be configured if the main parameters are configured.

-
Proposal would be to go for alternative 2, but discuss the field updates offline

=>
Will go for alternative 2 but field updates can be discussed offline

Proposal 3:

-
This needs to be updated because of not accepting proposal 1.

=>
Will discuss default values with other paper

=>
Will need to see update in R2-112558
R2-112558:
ASN.1 review “ some issues with CQI-ReportConfig-r10
Samsung
Disc
36.331
 ASN.1 review
REL-10


=>
CR is in principle agreed (can still think if network restriction for configuring should be removed)
Other

R2-111880:
Corrections to CA related IE descriptions
Potevio
CR
36.331 
- F  REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
NSN thinks maybe the first change is not so needed (otherwise we would have to add also other aspects of the configuration, e.g. proximity,...). QC agrees with NSN. QC sees no strong impact if the CR is not agreed. NSN also does not see a big need for the other changes. It is already sufficiently clear.

-
Potevio thinks that if we specify common and dedicated separately in heading, we should also clarify Pcell and Scell in the general text.

=>
Not agreed (no support)

R2-112300:
Addition of a specific reference for physical configuration fields
Samsung
CR 36.331 - B

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112024:
Configuration of Deactivated Scell Measurement Cycle
MediaTek
Disc

 REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Huawei thinks the situation is clear; you will always use any earlier configured value if no value is signalled at Scell setup. 

-
CATT agree with Huawei.

-
Samsung assumes that if the extension group is not present, then there is no default assigned to the parameter.

-
Nokia/Huawei indicate that whenever you want to remove the parameter, the network would have to use the full configuration and not include the extension group.

=>
Noted: no clarification considered necessary i.e. it is suffiiently clear that in the case described, the UE will use the earlier configured value.
R2-112156:
A6 for Pcell
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Mediatek agrees with the conclusion.

=>
Noted, confirm conclusion.

R2-111882:
Release SCell(s) when leaving RRC_CONNECTED
Potevio
CR
36.331

- F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Samsung wonders if we really need this. Samsung assumes this is already sufficiently clear. NSN thinks we discussed something like this and agreed the clarification is not needed.

-
Potevio wonder why not to capture.

-
Huawei agrees with Samsung/NSN: Scell is a radio resource and this is already removed by earlier bullets.

=>
Not agreed
R2-111986:
Overview of Simulation Work for Measurements of Deactivated Scells
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Renesas indicates that the results from Huawei for scenario 4 and 5 in this RAN4 meeting are not captured yet in this contribution: they showed detailed results in line with the results for scenario 2 and 3.

-
ALU thanks for the simulation results, but is just wondering whether it would not be nice for the network to have the option of measuring the Scells at the same rate as the Pcell. Renesas thinks we should only do this if there is a benefit.

R2-111987:
Discussion on Measurements of Deactivated SCells
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Renesas indicates that the Pcell handover is not simulated in all cases

R2-111962:
Shorter SCell Measurement Cycles
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
MotM wonders why the RLF numbers are so high (above 1 per call) ? Renesas thinks normally there is more focus on the relative differences between the different cases

Discussion:

-
Ericsson wonders what the main concern is to add a lower value ? Probably testeability ? But if there is not much difference in behaviour between the present values, why include all these and not a value equal to the Pcell value ? Renesas agrees that there are quite a few values. In the end Renesas started from the minimum value, and took all DRX values above that.

-
MotM thinks we should not introduce a small value if it is not really needed. It will bring more complexity for the UE.

=>
Agree to stick to the current values.

6.1.4
Stage-3 User Plane
Agenda item was treated on Wed in a separate session. A corresponding report of this session was agreed on Fri in R2-112562 (see Annex A).
6.2
WI: Relays (RP-101417)
(LTE_Relay-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-101417)
L2 measurements

R2-111834:
Discussion on DeNB L2 Measurements
CATT
Disc

noted
-


R2-112118:
Considerations on the agreed L2 measurements in DeNB
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

- related LS in R2-112122

-


R2-112369:
L2 measurements in the eNB
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

- related LS in R2-112162
noted

-

R2-112009:
On DeNB L2 Measurements
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

not treated
General

-
Huawei wonders SA5 took type 1a and type 1b into account ? Or are we only considering type1 relays ? Mediatek assume SA5 has not really considered inband/outband relays. Mediatek understands that SA5 wants different PRB usage measurements because the load could be different on Un subframes. Ericsson agrees with Mediatek. 

Total PRB usage: 


(1) Uu + Un PRBs / total PRBs ?


(2) ..

Total PRB usage:

-
Mediatek thinks that since X2 load balancing is using the PRB usage measurement, we have to keep the old measurement as it is.


Total PRB usage Un:


(1) Un PRBs / total PRBs in Un subframes ?


(2) Un PRBs / total PRBs ?


(3) Un and Uu PRBs in Un subframes / total PRBs in Un subframes

Total PRB usage Un:

-
ZTE thinks measurement makes little sense if we have different RN's with different RN subframe configurations.

-
NSN thinks this could be used for network planning. NSN thinks the measurement should related to Un subframes.

-
Mediatek understood that the load could be quite different for Un subframes and that was the motivation.

-
Ericsson agrees none of the proposals addresses the case of different RN's having different subframe configurations. But proposal 2 is at least independent from that. QC agrees with Ericsson: option 2 has this indepance and allows to see how much capacity is eaten up by RN's.

-
Mediatek wonders if option 2 is not already covered by the PRB usage per QCI measurement ?

-
Huawei thinks typically all RN's will use a common Un subframe configuration

-
CATT thinks we should consider the real intention of SA5. If the usage is to know the load on Un subframes, then we should have e.g. option (1) and it is only applicable to inband relays. If SA5 just wants to know the difference in Uu load in the cell and Un load, then option 2 is ok.

-
NSN is ok to start with option 2.

-
Huawei thinks we should maybe ask SA5 for more clarifications.

-
QC thinks if all RN's are using the same subframe configuration, then from option 2 you can calculate option 1.

-
Mediatek indicates that for Uu, there is a significant different between total PRB and the sum of all traffic per QCI.

Active UEs: 


(1) Only relate to UE's connected to DeNB (RN not counted?)

Active UEs: 

-
NSN thinks the RN should not be counted. Ericsson can accept either way (RN included or not)

-
Mediatek thinks the RN should not be counted since it will have different activity

Packet loss, IP throughput


(1) Only relate to UE's connected to DeNB ?


(2) No change (differentiation handled by implementation (QCI)

Packet loss, IP throughput

-
NSN wonders where the QCI based approach comes from ? It will be a restriction for the QCI ? We have 256 codepoints and it should be no problem to have 8 different values to an RN than to a UE.

-
CATT thinks the QCI is allocated by the CN, so QCI approach would have CN impacts ?  Huawei thinks it is fine to use separate QCI's, but it should not be mandatory. NSN agrees. This is a too restrictive solution.

-
Ericsson thinks it is only logical to use a different QCI if we want a QOS differentiation.

-
NSN would consider this a abuse of QCI. E.g. if the QOS characteristic is the same, you would still have to allocate a different QCI.

-
Mediatek thinks it is clear it should be measured separately for RN and UE. It is true that (2) limits impact specification impact but it seems not a big change.

-
QC thinks the QCI option touches on a lot of nodes, so has more impact.

-
ZTE does not see a benefit to use the QCI approach.

Packet delay: 


(1) Measured separately for Un and Uu links ?


(2) No change (differentiation handled by implementation (QCI)

Packet delay:

-


PRB usage for traffic

-
This is the PRB usage per QCI. 

-
Mediatek thinks if we do not use the per QCI approach, we have to split also this one for RN's and UE's, or not measure at all for RN's.

-
NSN proposes to separate.

-
Mediatek clarifies we will add additional counters for existing measurements.

-
Ericsson wonders if we should not be consistent with the total PRB appraoch, where the general one is working on total PRB's. Mediatek 

-
Ericsson thinks we should not make unnecessary changes.

RN measurements?


- All measurements applicable?


- Impact on load definition?

RN measurements:

-


Other

-
CATT wonders about the number of received RACH preambles ? Is there a need to differentiate RN and UE ? QC assumes RACH access from RN would be very low, so no need to differentiate.

=>
No need to differentiate.

	Agreements:

1) Total PRB usage:  

(RN PRBs + UE PRBs) / total PRBs

2) Total PRB usage RN: 
RN PRBs / total PRBs

3) Active UE's:


Relate to UEs connected to DeNB only

4) Packet loss, IP throughput:
Relate to UEs connected to DeNB only

5) Packet delay:


Will separate measurement for:




- Packet delay for traffic going to RN's




- Packet delay for traffic going to/from UE's

6) PRB usage for traffic:
Will separate measurement for:




- RN PRBs for a certain QCI / total PRBs




- (RN PRB + UE PRBs) for a certain QCI / total PRBs

UE PRB: 
PRB used for info to/from a UE connected to the DeNB

RN PRB: 
PRB used for info to/from an RN connected to the DeNB

total PRBs:
Total PRB capacity (used and unused PRB's)

RN related measurements can be applied for inband and outband relays.


=>
Sent LS to SA5 to indicate the above, also indicating that all L2 measurements are applicable to the RN as for any other normal eNB. Will see LS in R2-112415

=>
Ericsson would also like to indicate a request to SA5 to align the terminology to RAN terminology, i.e. not use type1, Un and DeNB, but talk about RN only.

=>
Will see CR in R2-112555

R2-112555:
L2 measurements in an eNB serving RNs

=>
Clauses impacted needs to be updated

=>
CR is in principle agreed with this change in R2-112643
R2-111835:
DeNB L2 Measurements
CATT
CR
36.314

-
F

not treated

R2-112011:
CR for DeNB L2 Measurements to 36.314
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.314
 -
B

withdrawn

R2-112121:
L2 measuremnet enhancement for relay system
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR
36.314

-
B

R2-112386:
L2 measurements in the DeNB
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.314

-
F

R2-112394:
Separation of DeNB L2 Measurements for Uu & Un
InterDigital Communications
CR 36.314

-
F

All 3 Tdocs not treated
Other

R2-112061:
Clarification on RN detachment
ZTE
CR
36.300

-
F

-
Hauwei thinks this was already discussed and we agreed to leave it to UE implementation. NSN agrees

=>
Not agreed

R2-112093:
Clarification of PDCP funtional structure for Relay
New Postcom
CR
36.323
 -
F

-
NSN thinks the first change is already clear. The second change was discussed and we agreed not to change the figure in order to limit unclarity for UE's and have RN changes colocated.

-
New Postcom can agree that the first change is not needed, but it would be good to update the figure.

-
LG thinks there were already several attempts to change the figure but the figure is only informative and there is no need to change.

-
ZTE thinks it would be good to change the figure in order to limit confusion.

-
Huawei agrees with LG, NSN.

-
LG thinks the procedure text is clearly indicating that this is only applicable when configured.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112319:
Defining R-PDCCH in 36.300
Samsung
CR
36.300

-
C

-
Huawei wonders if the stage-3 terminology of DCI should be introduced in stage-2 ?

-
Ericsson indicates that latest 36.300 does already cover R-RPDCCH based on RAN1 CR.

=>
Not agreed; not needed.

6.3
WI: MBMS enhancements (RP-101244)
(MBMS_LTE_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: June 10, closed: March 11, WID: RP-101244)
R2-111992:
Update of the MCCH Structure description for CountingRequest message
IPWireless Inc.
CR 36.300
-
F

-
Nokia thinks the last change is not improving quality. IPW clarifies the last change is made to clarify counting request could also have announcement. IPW wanted to indicate that some changes also are detected by just monitoring. 

-
Huawei thinks e.g. session stop will also have a notification. IPW understands only session start and counting will have notification.

=>
Last bullet should more clearly worded. E.g. session start and counting have notification

=>
Will see update in R2-112559 

R2-112559:
Update of the MCCH Structure description for CountingRequest message
IPWireless Inc.
CR 36.300
-
F

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-111931:
Clarification on MCCH change notification
ZTE
CR
36.300

-
F

=>
Updated to R2-112549
R2-112549:
Clarification on MCCH change notification
ZTE
CR
36.300

-
F

-
Orange wonders if it is premature to clarify this. Orange thinks RAN3 is not complete yet.

-
Samsung wonders what happens in suspension case ? Is the service taken away from the MCCH, or just not scheduled ? Orange understands it is taken away.

-
Chairman wonders if we have to talk about suspension/resumption at all in RAN2 stage-3: it seems like normal session start/stop. 

=>
UE will not see any difference between start/stop and suspension/resumption, i.e. on radio we only have session start and taking away session from MCCH.

-
NSN would prefer not to approve the CR now.

-
Ericsson thinks there is no difference between session start and resumption from RAN2 point of view, so there is no need for RAN2 to agree any CR's on this. IPW agrees: RAN3 will make the necessary changes.

=>
Not agreed
R2-111928:
Clarification on MBMS service suspension and resumption
ZTE
CR
36.331
 - F

=>
Not agreed for now (same topic as previous document)
R2-112207:
Add MBMS counting procedure to processing delay requirement for RRC procedure Section 11.2 Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331

-
F

-
Huawei wonders if this is really needed ? ALU thinks it is good for completenes

=>
In principle agreed
R2-112344:
MBMS counting for UE configuring multiple cells
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc



-
Huawei wonders if this cannot be left to UE implementation for Rel-10 ? LG thinks we should make UE behaviour clear in this respect.

-
ITRI indicates the current counting response includes an index in SIB13 w.r.t. MBSFN area. If the UE can respond to SIB13 in multiple cells, how does the network know what carrier the UE is responding to ? LG thinks there is no problem if the network is e.g. only counting on one carrier at a time.

-
Huawei understands that the UE only has to be able to receive MBMS in Pcell, and other cases are left to UE implementation. 

-
ZTE thinks we should only discuss this combination of CA and MBMS in Rel-11.

-
Nokia wonders why the discussion is limiting to Scell, i.e. why not other non-serving cells.

-
LG thinks if different eNB transmit counting and the UE happens to receive, is the UE allowed to respond ?

-
MotM wonders if MBSFN areas could be re-used accross carriers ?

-
Huawei thinks we only discuss connected mode counting in Rel-10. Huawei thinks a UE is allowed to respond to counting from any Scell, but we do not need to mandate this.

-
LG thinks the current text does not limit to serving cells.

-
Clarify that UE shall not respond to counting on non-serving cells ?

-
Is counting response limited to Pcell counting, or also allowed for Scell counting ?

After offline discussion:

-
Most companies seem to think we should limit to serving cells, but Nokia/NSN does not agree.

-
Nokia think if we allow on multiple cells, then network has to coordinate so that it does not count on multiple cells.  But if network has to coordinate, why do we need to limit at all.

-
Nokia thinks we could limit to only Pcell or no limitation. 

-
Orange would not be so happy to limit to Pcell; Orange thinks maybe a note to leave to UE implementation.

-
Huawei thinks the reason to exclude non-serving cells is not coordination, but the fact that the non-serving cell has no connected relation to the UE (more IDLE). So it should not be considered.

-
ITRI is fine to limit to serving cells, but it would be better to make the index unique accross serving cells.

-
ALU thinks we probably do not want to limit to one cell, but it seems to make sense to limit to serving cells.

-
Motorola thinks this are hypthetical cases anyway. UE would only receive other carriers if it wants to receive MBMS there

=>
Can continue offline (revisit next meeting if needed)
R2-112345:
MBMS counting for UE configuring multiple cells
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
- F

not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-111838
DL Assignment in MBSFN Subframe
CATT
CR
36.331

-
F

=> Withdrawn

6.4
WI: Minimisation of Drive Test (RP-100360)
(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100360)
TCE-Id

R2-112081:
Introduction of TCE ID for logged MDT
Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC, ZTE, New Postcom, CATT, CATR, China Unicom
CR
36.331

-
F

-
Samsung wonders if we still need the trace reference if we have the TCE ID ? Huawei assumes we do, because it identifies a context within the TCE.

-
Ericsson thinks maybe it is good to limit the name according SA5 and use TCE-ID shortname in the field description.

=>
Just talk about TCE-Id in the field description (not the long name)

=>
Samsung thinks the second field description should just describe what is contained, not echo the procedure text (i.e. align second field description to first field description)

=>
Will see update in R2-112570 

R2-112570:
Introduction of TCE ID for logged MDT
Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC, ZTE, New Postcom, CATT, CATR, China Unicom
CR
36.331

-
F

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-111846:
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
36.331

-
F

revised in R2-112413

R2-112413
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

not treated
Other

R2-112176:
GERAN measurements report
MediaTek Inc
Disc

-
CMCC clarifies this was introduced for MDT to align with stage-2 and allow 24 cells (3 neighbours on up to 8 frequencies)

-
Mediatek wonders if we should then only allow 24 rather than 64 ?

-
It seems the CarrierFreqsGERAN is not applicable for this case

-
ASN1 rapporteur indicates that in the ASN1 review the "maxFreq" is already changed to "maxcelllist"

-
Samsung thinks in principle for the RLF we could add an NCE in Rel-10 for the Rel-9 IE if people really want.

-
Mediatek thinks 8 is quite enough for RLF, and even for MDT

-
Mediatek thinks we could make this new maxcelllist equal to 3.

-
Samsung indicates that also for the other RATs the ASN.1 does not limit to the procedure.

-
CMCC indicates that 5.6.8.2 we limit max neighbour cells to 3 per frequency.

=>
Do not touch the RLF reporting

=>
Make the new maxcellist constant equal to "3"; will be included in R2-112543

R2-112178:
PLMN check for MDT logging
MediaTek Inc
CR
36.331

-
F

-
Mediatek indicates the proposal is in line with the decision in RAN2#71bis 

-
Chairman confirms the proposal is in line with the made agreement.

=>
MotS thinks the text between brackets can also be deleted

-
Nokia thinks existing text was quite ok. 

=>
Replace "configured" by "stored" in the new text

-
Ericsson agrees with the change.

-
NTT DCM agrees with the change and it removes unclarity

-
Chairman assumes that with the new text there might be cases where you do not log eventhough the MDT-PLMN is broadcast. Mediatek thinks the proposed text also gives the CN some control

=>
With these changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112571

R2-112179:
RRCConnectionSetupComplete message size issue for MDT indication
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
CATT wonders how the 7 octets was computed ? ALU agrees the increase is only 1 octet.

-
Panasonic wonders if a delay caused by the bigger connectionsetupcomplete is serious ? ALU indicates we considered this very important during Rel-8 design

-
Ericsson thinks adding 1 octet does not cause serious problems.

-
ALU wonders why it is so essential to pass this information in the setup complete ?

-
CATT thinks the question should be the other way around: why is the increase with 1 octet so serious ?

-
Chairman wonders if not e.g. securitymodecomplete and connectionsetupcomplete size increases are equally bad from delay perspective ? e.g. UL conditions will have remained the same, same TM mode still used,... ?

-
Mediatek in principle agrees with ALU that we should not add bits in the time critical part. But Mediatek thinks it is quite late for Rel-10.

-
ALU thinks it will also be an invitation CT1 to come with a bigger service request

-
NTT DCM is concerned about the potential delay increase, but is also not sure whether 1 octet is really a problem.

-
Huawei is ok to follow ALUs proposal for the MDT log, but for the RLF it is a RAN3 agreement.

-
Ericsson thinks there are cases where you do not want to go to the CN and there might not be a reconfiguration. ALU wants to address the TAU case with the setupcomplete.

After offline discussion:

-
It seems most companies are supportive, but one company thinks it is not required since it will impact only a small fraction of the UE's that have performed MDT or experienced RLF.

=>
Noted (no change), but realise that future indication bits might have to go somewhere else

R2-112180:
RRCConnectionSetupComplete message size issue for MDT indication
Alcatel-Lucent
CR 36.331

-
F

=>
Withdrawn
6.5
WI: eICIC (RP-100383)
(eICIC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: March 10, target: June 11, WID: RP-100383)
Stage-2

R2-112331:
CR to 36.300 for eICIC updates
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.300
- F

-
Based on offline discussions, the change proposed for 16.1.5.2.1 are withdrawn. QC would like to keep these changes.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be better to have 16.1.5.2.1 be done by RAN3. QC thinks RAN2 can make this: we are just change terminology.

-
Huawei thinks the 16.1.5.2.1 changes should be reviewed in RAN3

=>
Can discuss offline if the changes to 16.1.5.2.1 can be made, and whether further corrections are needed.

=>
Some editorials are needed for the change in 16.1.5.1. Samsung would prefer to include a reference for the aperiodic CSI report case

=>
CATT thinks for pattern to the "at least" should be removed. Renesas agrees.

=>
Clarify that pattern1 is only applicable to Pcell

=>
Will see update in R2-112572 => Further updated in R2-112590

R2-112590:
CR to 36.300 for eICIC updates
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.300
- F
=>
Some reformulation of the pattern3 description is necessary; eNB is not indicating an expectation: it is just asking the UE to measure in different subframe subsets. Renesas agrees with QC comment.

=>
Will see update in R2-112595

R2-112595:
CR to 36.300 for eICIC updates
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.300
- F
=>
Changes from 16.1.5.2.1.are undone

=>
Pattern2: Replace "PCC" with "Pcell"

=>
With these 2 changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112599

R2-111832:
Discussion on Synchronization Requirement of eICIC
CATT
Disc

-
Samsung wonders why we would have a different requirement for FDD and TDD ?  CATT thinks this is caused because TDD already has more stringent requirements.

-
Samsung wonders if the SFN is not aligned between macro and pico, how to align the pattern offsets ? CATT understands that as long as the macro knows the offset, the macro eNB can apply a shift.

-
Renesas could agree that the synchronised is assumed between the involved cells, and the requirements in RAN4 are specified for the synchronuous case. But it is not really a requirement for the network to apply this: it will just not work that good/at all.

-
QC agrees with Renesas that it might not be so logical to have this addressed in stage-2. RAN3 has already included some text in 36.401. Samsung is aware of this text, but it is just a "may" requirement.  Why is it not a shall requirement ? QC clarifies that RAN3 wanted to allow different deployments.

-
Mediatek would support to have some text based on the conditions which are assumed for this to work. But it should not be shall statements/requirements. Mediatek thinks it could be formulated without TDD/FDD split.

-
ZTE thinks it is up to network implementation whether the network wants to implement SFN synchronisation or offset based.

-
Renesas agrees with mediatek not to have TDD/FDD misalignment. But Reneses think RAN4 specifies requirements.

=>
Could add something like "For optimal operation of TDM eICIC, subframe aligment of involved eNB's is assumed". Can discuss detailed wording offine.

=>
Will see update in R2-112573 (CR)

R2-112573:
Synchronization Assumption for eICIC
CATT
Disc

-
Ericsson thinks the CR is not needed. CATT thinks the current text does not talk about subframe timing.

-
NSN thinks there is no change needed in stage-2: we can just rely on RAN4 performance requirements .

-
Samsung thinks in the MBMS stage-2 there is synchronisation requirements.

-
Huawei supports the CR.

-
Could maybe add the word "optimal"

-
CATT thinks different WG's have different assumptions.

=>
Can consider this up to next meeting.
R2-111989:
Corrections to eICIC description in 36.300
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
36.000 - F

not treated
Pattern1 Applicability

R2-112234:
Correction to terminology w.r.t time-domain ICIC
Alcatel-Lucent,
Disc

-
NSN would prefer not to change the field names, but only the field descriptions (approach 2). Samsung argees with NSN. ZTE also agrees.

=>
Agree that we will clarify the pattern1 is only applicable to Pcell in accordance with approach 2.

R2-112235:
CR on terminology w.r.t time-domain ICIC
Alcatel-Lucent,
CR
36.331

-
F

-
Intel wonders if we should not clarify this also in the stage-2 ? ALU could agree: it was only proposed for stage-3 because it came up in ASN.1 review.
=>
Contents of the CR is in principle agreed, and will be merged in R2-112575

Pattern2 Applicability

R2-112236:
Capturing intra-frequency neighbouring cell measurement restriction
Alcatel-Lucent,
Disc

noted
Options:

- Pattern2 can be configured/release/modified for any frequency but is applied by the UE only on primary frequency ?

- UE forbids setup/reconfig of pattern2 for non-primary frequencies ?

Discussion

-
ALU proposes that the IE is just handled independantly of whether the frequency is actually the primary frequency. I.e. you could even configure the IE if it is not the primary frequency, and the UE just remembers. The UE just applies the field if the frequency is the primary frequency.

-
Samsung assumes that it is not even possible for the network to ensure correct release e.g. in re-establishment case ?

-
CATT thinks since the pattern is not valid for secondary frequencies, the simplest is if the UE autonomously releases like A6 event.

-
QC agrees with option2: it seems simplest to just in the field description indicate that the pattern is only used if the measObject is the primary frequency. 

-
Samsung thinks field description is more for network containts. It would be better to capture this in the procedure text. ALU is fine to change the procedure text

-
QC wonders if the information can exist after re-establishment ?

-
LG wonders if the network can ensure that at handover/re-establishment the pattern2 is only configured for primary frequency. ALU thinks for handover case the network can realise, but for re-establishment the network cannot ensure. Maybe we should consider release by the UE.

=>
Agree that the pattern2 can be configured for a measurement object at any time, but will only  be used by the UE if the frequency is the primary frequency

R2-112237:
CR on capturing intra-frequency neighbouring cell measurement restriction
Alcatel-Lucent,
CR 36.331

-
F

=>
Will be updated in accordance with above agreement in R2-112574; Offline it was considered better to immediately merge this into R2-112575 (R2-112574 is withdrawn)

R2-111874:
eICIC clean-up
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331

-
F

R2-112022:
Clarification on eICIC operation with CA
MediaTek
Disc

R2-112332:
CR to 36.331 for eICIC updates
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
36.331

-
F

All 3 Tdocs not treated
Other

R2-111988:
Event A3 with eICIC
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc
-
Renesas indicates that the same paper was quite extensively discussed in RAN4 already this week, and RAN4 seems to think this might need to be investigated but that mandating the same pattern might be a bit to restrictive. Study is expected to continue, e.g. whether some overlap has to exist.

-
CATT thinks since this is related to measurement accuracy, the best we can do is wait for RAN4. ZTE agrees with CATT.

=>
Noted (wait for RAN4)

R2-112149:
Updates on Mandatory Information in AS-Config related to eICIC IEs
Huawei, HiSilicon CR 36.331

-
F

=>
Not treated (Will try to keep all AS-Config updates in one paper under TEI-10 (R2-112310)
R2-112004:
Handling of Resource Restriction Patterns at Handover
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
NSN thinks passing the configured patterns is an optimisation. Chairman points out that currently we have the full AS configuration passed on.

-
Huawei clarifies they do not want one eNB to indicate to the other eNB what pattern he has to use. The proposal is just to pass the current AS configuration to the target eNB, i.e. what the UE is currently using.

-
ALU supports the view that the full AS configuration should be passed from source to target. QC agrees

-
ZTE wonders if we only pass the patterns for the Pcell ? Huawei thinks we should stick to the principle of the full AS config passed to the target. Ericsson agrees. Ericsson clarifies that we have already agreed that the complete Scell configuration is forwarded. We also agreed that the target has to explicitly release the Scells so the target has to know about them.

=>
Confirm that if AS-Config is correctly updated to include the configured patterns, no other changes are considered necessary for handover

R2-112008:
Some clarifications in 36.321 HTC CR 36.321

-
MotM thinks this CR is incorrect: UE should be able to receive DL allocations as normal in ABS subframes. Huawei agrees with MotM.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112215:
Clarification regarding eICIC measurements
Samsung
CR
36.331
 - F

Change in 5.5.2.5:

-
Renesas wonders why the first change is made ? Does this mean release is no longer possible ? Samsung indicates that release is still included in the variable, but the release is specified one level down.

-
NSN wonders if the existing text is not more clear ? Samsung indicates that the proposal is the same as we do for all other fields.

=>
NSN would like some time to offline discuss this.

-
QC is fine with the proposal since it has no technical consequences.

-
For the first change, QC wonders if we need a variable name in the first sentence ?

=>
Can think to clarify that we talk about the variable in the first sentence of the first change

Last change in 5.5.3.1:

-
Intel wonders if we should talk about E-UTRAN neighbours ? Samsung assumes the pattern can only be included in the E-UTRAN object. In principle this should be covered by the "if configure".

=>
Can think if further rewording is needed.

=>
In the last change, it needs to be indicated that this is only done for the primary frequency
-
Nokia wonders if the changes to 5.5.3.1 are needed, since we agreed to update the field descriptions already ? ZTE thinks it would be good to clarify

=>
Will see update in R2-112575
R2-112575:
Clarification regarding eICIC measurements
Samsung
CR
36.331
 - F

-
This CR now also merges R2-112235 in and R2-112574

-
ZTE wonders why in 5.3.10.8 we need to change to Pcell since we have already changed the field description. Samsung thinks serving cell would contradict the field description.

-
NSN wonders if in the field description for measSubframePattern-Neigh, we would need to indicate primary frequency. Samsung thinks it would be preferable to only capture it in one place and since it is UE behaviour, it is more appropriate in the procedure text.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
6.6
WI: TEI10

=> Including email progress report on [73#42] LTE: Power Management related trigger handling [NTT DCM]

CP: Corrections
R2-112177:
Need for explicit AS indicator for mapped/native GUTI
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc REL-10
TEI10

-
Samsung understands the NRI is to be unique across neighbouring groups. Is the MMEC assumed to be unique across neighbouring groups in LTE ?

-
ALU indicates that if the NRI is not unique there is no specified solution in UMTS. But in LTE we still have the 16 bit MMEG.

-
Ericsson wonders why this is discussed in RAN2 and not in SA2 ? ALU indicates that first we received an LS from SA2 that this was needed, then we received a second LS that it was not needed for UMTS (this meeting). Then that leads to the question of consistency.

-
Huawei agrees with Ericsson: if we have any issue we should internally check with SA2 delegates. Ericsson thinks if there is issues they should be discussed in SA2.

-
Nokia wonders if there is really a problem, how can it be sufficient to address it in Rel10 i.e. not Rel-8 ?

-
NSN understands that SA2 has discussed this for quite some time but still NSN does not understand the motivation why this would be mandatory for Rel-10 UE's, and still could work with Rel89 UE's.

-
Ericsson understands that the SA2 CR on this has already been agreed by SA plenary.

-
Samsung agrees it is SA2 issue, but impacting our signalling. So we should ask for the difference between LTE and UMTS.

-
Ericsson thinks we should just follow the request from SA2.

-
ALU thinks we should follow guidance from other groups, but we should also be allowed to ask questions. Nokia thinks we normally make sure our specifications are consistent by asking questions.

-
Samsung is ok to ask. Ericsson thinks the response would no be usefull

-
NTT DCM thinks we should first understand where the difference between UMTS and LTE comes from; we should not put things in the spec without understanding. NTT DCM points out that one problem is that their may meeting is after our meeting

-
Ericsson thinks since the SA approval of the SA2 CR was after the UMTS LS sent by SA2, SA should be aware of the situation.

-
NTT DCM thinks we could sent an LS and copy RAN, and might have a technically endorsed CR from the next meeting. Then RAN can take decision taking response from SA2 into account. 

-
QC thinks we should not be to hesitant to ask a question.

=>
Will sent an LS from this meeting asap in R2-112576 (Ericsson will draft this LS):



- Ask whether the additional bit is still necessary considering the UMTS decision



- Ask why it is not needed from Rel-8



(exact formulation can be discussed offline)

=>
Intend to at least technically endorse the CR including this at RAN2#74, or if we receive a positive response already even agree.

=>
If RAN2#74 cannot take the final decision, RAN#52 can take final decision
R2-112621
Explicit AS signalling for mapped PTMSI/GUTI
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331

-
C
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
note: R2-110808 was postponed at RAN #51

not treated

R2-112219:
General error handling for extension fields
Samsung
CR
36.331

-
F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Chairman wonders what the parent is for an IE in an extension ? 

-
Note that this is only in broadcast.

-
Example: if we have an extension at message level which contains 5 optional IE and one should be mandatory present due to a condition, but it is not present. What is the UE supposed to do ? Samsung assumes the whole SIB should be ignored: the extension groups is a direct part of the message. So question is whether the extension group is a level in the "tree" (i.e. can be considered parent IE) or it is not ?

-
Nokia wonders if this could mean that a Rel-8 UE could camp on a cell, but not the Rel-10 UE ?

-
Samsung indicates that currently we only have one such conditional mandatory case in Rel-10.

-
After offline discussion, it seems the CR is agreeable.

-
Common understanding is that the extension group itself is not a "level" in the hierarchy

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112310:
To complete default configurations and the mandatory information in AS-Config for Rel-10 Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core

=>
ZTE thinks some parameters are missing, and some corrections are needed.

-
ZTE wonders about 10.5, about the sourceScelConfigList. It is currently optional in 10.3. Chairman assumes sourceScellConfigList shall be configured when Scells are configured

-
NSN wonders if the defaults for the Rel-10 can be indicated like this. All Rel-10 parts should be disabled/released. NSN wonders if we need the Rel-10 part ? Samsung thinks that when e.g. a Rel-10 CQI configuration is signalled first time, it is a delta compared to the default. Samsung thinks it can be discussed how we should represent this, but it seems required to be specified.

-
NSN wonders about re-establishment where you previously received a Rel-10 configuration and now you end up in Rel-8 cell.

=>
Can also discuss whether there is problem to include the Rel-10 IE's in the same table ?

=>
Samsung points out aperiodic CQI has to be updated

-
Probably the Rel-10 defaults are only used as basis for delta signalling. ALU thinks we might consider not to specify these values.

=>
Can discuss offline whether we need to specify these defaults

=>
eICIC AS-config will need to be updated

=>
Can also discuss if the contribution should be split for AS-config and defaults.

=>
Will see update in R2-112577

R2-112577:
Mandatory information in AS-Config for Rel-10 Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core,

-
Ericsson indicates that the default configuration is now removed and will be handled by a separate IE

-
Ericsson thinks the leading text in 10.5 is sufficient and the table actually provides no value

-
Huawei wonders if we remove the table, do we loose the conditional information ?

-
After offline: it was agreed to at least keep the table and CR for now. Can discuss next meeting whether we can remove the table

=>
CR is in principle agreed (can comeback next meeting whether AS-Config specification is really necessary)
DEFAULT CONFIGURATION:

-
After offline discussion it is proposed to continue the discussion on:


1) Handling/specification of Rel-10 defaults


2) Switch between Rel-8->Rel10 critical extension (people would like to consider the made agreement to use full configuration, or option 3a from ALU paper)

=> Will have EMAIL DISC [73b#06] up to submission deadline next meeting [EMAIL DISC Ericsson]

R2-112062:
Clarification on AS-Config descriptions
ZTE
CR
36.331

-
F
 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
Points addressed can be discuss in above offline

=> CR is postponed

R2-111939:
Clarification on csg-Identity of SIB1
ZTE
CR
36.331

-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Nokia thinks we have not used the terminology hybrid in 36.331. So far 36.331 considered the hybrid cell a CSG cell.

-
LG supports the CR.

-
NTT DCM wonders if it is sufficient for stage-2 ? If we introduce it here, we need to add a definition ?

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112025:
UE actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
- F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112220:
Clarification of inter-frequency RSTD measurement indication procedure
Samsung
CR 36.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
NSN would like to clarify "RSTD status"

=>
Detailed wording can be discussed offline

=>
Need to consider the case that gaps are not needed

=>
A "stop" should be "start" in first sentence in 5.5.7.2

-
NSN wonders why there is a NOTE 2 in 5.5.7.2 ? Samsung wanted to reflect that there is no status information in AS. So if the upper layers indicated start but the gaps were sufficient and no signallig was initiated to the network, then afterwards still a stop could be signalled when upper layers indicate stop.

-
Huawei agrees with NSN that it would be strange for the network to receive this "spontanuous stop" 

-
ALU wonders what happens if there is a handover between a start and a stop ? Samsung assumes nothing special. ALU thinks that already in that case the network should be able to receive a spontanuous stop.

=>
Can discuss offline whether AS should prevent a stop without a previous start

=>
ALU want to capture that the RSTD start message is only sent if upper layers request

=>
Will see update in R2-112578

R2-112578:
Clarification of inter-frequency RSTD measurement indication procedure
Samsung
CR 36.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Samsug clarifies that offline consensus is that there this no AS action at handover; i.e. no transfer in the network nor repetition by UE AS

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-111940:
Discussion on RSTD measurement
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LCS_LTE

R2-111941:
Clarification on RSTD measurement
ZTE
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 TEI10, LCS_LTE

Both not treated
R2-112153:
Clarification on upper layer requested conneciton rleease
HTC
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-112364:
End of the UE Information procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331 - F REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core

wrong AI?
-
QC thinks we have the principle that RRC processes message one by one. So the second message is only handled after the first message is processed. Ericsson agrees with QC. Ericsson thinks this is not needed.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112032:
Clarification on the definition of maxCellBlack
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
 - F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Samsung thinks the new name should be maxPhysCellIdBlackRange 

-
QC is not a fan of the name. It should be sufficient to change the definition.

=>
Should only change the definition, not the name (only change in table 6.4. without the name change)

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-112579

R2-111906:
Clarification on missing spare values
ZTE
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

-
NSN indicates that this skipping of spares was done on purpose. This all concerns IE's used in SIBs which are not extendable because legacy UE's would have a problem. Samsung agrees: for SIBs we do not have spare values.

=>
Not agreed
R2-111907:
Clarification on some Need OP Ies
ZTE
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Panasonic thinks the clarification is not needed because 36.304 is already referenced. 

-
ALU supports the CR since it is in line with current practice.

-
NSN agrees what Panasonic: the clarification seems to bring no value.

-
ZTE thinks the CR is in line with the general approach of indicating where to look when an OP value is absent. Panasonic is not so worried about this specific change, but there is many other cases like this. Panasonic thinks 36.331 does not always list the exact section.

-
LG thinks the CR is correct but thinks we can do without.

-
Ericsson thinks we have agreed that for 36.304 parameters, the reference is sufficient, no section needed. QC agrees with Ericsson.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112154:
Clarification on SystemInformationBlockType2 Acquisition
HTC
CR
36.331
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Nokia assumes there is nothing unclear: the field description of the UL bandwidth in SIB2 seems to clarify it all.

=>
Not agreed (no support)
R2-112393:
Clarification on priority handling when camping on a CSG cell with dedicated priorities other than the current frequency
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304

-
F
 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Samsung understands the proposal to prioritise dedicated priorities above CSG cell, but Samsung has different understanding. Nokia agrees with Samsung. Motorola agrees with Nokia.

-
ZTE agrees with Samsung/Nokia/Motorola. Suitable CSG cell is highest priority.

=>
Not agreed
R2-111905:
Clarification on redirection in 36.300
ZTE
CR
36.300
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

-
CATT  thinks redirection is only with release, so we also do not need to mention "in connected"

-
Chairman assumes the intention was to reflect that handover can be used for load balancing upon connection establishment and in connected.

-
Nokia thinks it might be better not to do anything: text is ok.

-
New Postcom thinks the change is needed. Nokia thinks anyway Rel-8 was sufficiently clear.

-
MotM thinks it is clearly not a critical correction since it is stage-2, but maybe a correction woudl be ok.

=>
Wording needs to be corrected (clarify redirection and handover can be used for load balancing)

=>
Will see update in R2-112580
R2-112580:
Clarification on redirection in 36.300
ZTE
CR
36.300
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle agreed
CP: PDSCH in MBSFN subframe

R2-111836:
PDSCH Transmission in Unused MBSFN Subframes
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Offline CATT was informed by Huawei/Panasonic that only TM9 can be used in MBSFN subframes. Samsung can agree it is not so clear whether TM8 can be used in MBSFN subframes. QC understands also that only TM9 can be used in MBSFN subframes.

-
Ericsson also understands it is only TM9.

-
Samsung wonders where it is clearly indicated in RAN1 specifications that TM8 cannot be used in MBSFN sufbrames ? Panasonic thinks this was discussed in the last RAN1 meeting based on a Samsung contribution.

=>
Will based the CR's for now on TM9 only. Can be rediscussed in the future if it is clear also TM8 can be done in MBSFN subframes.

R2-111837:
DL Assignment in MBSFN Subframe
CATT
CR
36.302 - F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
TM8 should be removed in two places

=>
Panasonic supports the CR with this change. Huawei also supports

-
Ericsson wonders if it is obvious that the UE has to support the M-RNTI and PDSCH in the same subframe ?

-
NSN thinks an eNB could sent the MRNTI only in subframes where the MCCH is transmitted. So then there is no need for the UE to monitor the subframes where PDSCH is received also for MRNTI. 

-
ALU wonders why the L term is left out ?  ALU thinks "L or D" should be indicated.

-
Ericsson can agree that if it needs to be captured it should be captured as suggested by ALU, but first question is whether it is needed to be supported.#

-
Huawei thinks if the notification period is small, then it will be necessary to transmit the notification in a subframe without MCCH.

=>
ZTE thinks the consequences if approved are a bit misleading.

=>
Ericsson would like to think about it a bit more

=>
After offline discussion: it seems companies can agree that PDCCH with M-RNTI and PDSCH can be transmitted in the same TTI. Companies would like to think a bit more about exact formulation. Interested companies can continue offline. Will revisit next meeting.

=>
CR is postponed

R2-111839:
DL Assignment in MBSFN Subframe
CATT
CR
36.321 - F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

-
HTC thinks there is a problem with a Rel-10 UE in a Rel89 network. 

-
NSN thinks we should make it clear that this is only when TM9 is configured. I.e. add a separate bullet. QC agrees.

-
Huawei assumes that SPS cannot be done in MBSFN subframes, even with TM9.  CATT proposes to sent an LS to ask RAN1 what is the status. LG agrees to sent an LS and ask the same for RA_RNTI.

-
Samsung thinks if port7 can be used, then also for SPS with TM9 it should be allowed in TM9. However RA_RNTI only port0 or transmit diversity can be used, so no MBSFN subframe.

-
Ericsson understands SPS-RNTI can be sent in MBSFN subframes. However Ericsson wonders whether the actual SPS reception cannot be done in MBSFN subframes.

=>
Will sent LS to RAN1 to ask:


- TM 8 in MBSFN subframes, or only TM9


- MRNTI + CRNTI in MBSFN subframes


- SPS DL reception / UL transmission in MBSFN subframes


- RAN2 understanding is no RA_RNTI please confirm

=>
Will see LS in R2-112581

=>
CR is not agreed

R2-112309:
Re-corrections to MBSFN subframe config on SIB2 handling
Panasonic
CR36.331 - F REL-10
LTE_eDL_MIMO

-
NSN has same understanding as Panasonic but also captured it in physical channel reconfiguration.

-
Ericsson wonders if it is not sufficiently clear in L1 specifications already. LG thinks an additional intention was for future extensions.

-
Samsung agrees with Ericsson maybe it is not needed to capture this in RRC.

=>
Postponed (can think up to next meeting and RAN1 response)

R2-112115:
Correction on DL allocations in MBSFN subframes
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR
36.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

not treated
UP: Corrections (will be treated in UP session, see Annex A)
R2-111948:
BSR Cancellation Conflict Handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-111949:
Correction to BSR Cancellation Conflict
Huawei, HiSilicon CR 36.321 - F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-112327:
Half-duplex FDD UE operation
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321

-
F
 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-111879:
Corrections to the drx-RetransmissionTimer
Potevio
CR
36.321 - F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

=> Email discussion outcome on [73#42] LTE: Power Management related trigger handling [NTT DCM] 
R2-112371:
Report Email#42 Power Management related trigger handling
NTT DOCOMO (Rapporteur) Report  related to email discussion [73#42]
REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23
-
LG is fine with current UE behaviour

Proposal 1:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson has concerns about a note if it would contradict the normative text. E.g. it is talks about filtering, whereas the normative text does not talk about filtering and only immediate triggering. So we have to be very carefull about the formulation w.r.t. normative text in RAN4.

-
IDT could agree to Ericsson, but it is somewhat problematic to strictly adhere to the normative text and still not report the spikes up.

-
Samsung wonders if the concern is still valid if there would be "may" statements ? Panasonic thinks we have other examples of notes clarfying/slighlty contradicting normative behaviour e.g. for CQI.

-
NSN would prefer to have a note.

Proposal 3:

-
Huawei would prefer to have a high-level note and not refer to specific solutions like TTT. Samsung is fine with a high level requirement or mentioning TTT. NTT DCM thinks there are 3 approaches: a) general note at PMPR backoff; b) general description + TTT in note; c) even add annex.

-
NTT DCM wonders if it would not be better to indicate a mechanism indicated, so that UE's have more guidance and network knows better what to expect ? NSN agrees with NTT DCM. NSN thinks it is clear that TTT approach is best. Ericsson would also prefer to provide a bit more detail, but does not necessarily want to indicate a mechanism. E.g. mention frequent variations indications might not result in improve throughput.
	Agreements:

1:
The potential impact of P-MPR backoff spikes on PHR reporting should be resolved by UE implementation (i.e. no normative behavior will be specified).

2:
At least a high level informative text, that the UE is expected to filter out P-MPR backoff spikes with regards to Pcmax,c/PH reporting, should be introduced in the specification.

Detailed wording can be discussed offline.


=>
Will see CR proposal in R2-112583

R2-112583:
Power management related PHR trigger handling
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
-
NTT DCM thinks we should still discuss the two parts between brackets

=>
NSN thinks "a few ms" based on previous input.

=>
Samsung would prefer "changes" but no strong opinion

=>
Discussion can continue next meeting to finalise this. Offline discussion will take place.

=>
CR is postponed

R2-111947:
Prohibition for P-MPR related PHR triggering
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-111901:
PHR trigger in additional power backoff
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-111902:
PHR trigger in additional power backoff
ZTE
CR
36.321
- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-112276:
Discussion on PHR triggering by power management
Pantech
Disc

 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

All 4 Tdocs not treated
Power management other

R2-111891:
PHR trigger for P-MPR change
Samsung
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
Updated to R2-112567

R2-112567:
PHR trigger for P-MPR change
Samsung
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
ZTE thinks if we have the trigger only based on P-MPR change, we can miss PHR reports and have unnecessary PHR reports. ZTE thinks it would be good to discuss.

-
Chairman understands that current status is that we only trigger based on PMPR change als based on discussions in last meeting based on IDT paper: we then did confirm the problems, but did not change our approach.

-
IDT thinks it would be good to rediscuss.

=>
Confirm that currently the trigger is only based on actual used PMPR change by the UE, independant of any impact to Pcmaxc. I.e. if the actual power backoff due to (MPR+AMPR) is already 6dB and backoff due to power management changes from 1 to 5 dB which might be more than trigger, than PHR report is triggered although the power management has no impact to Pcmax.

-
Panasonic agrees with understand of Chairman on status. Maybe the word "additional" is confusing the text.

-
IDT thinks it would be good to clarify the current triggering. IDT would also like to further discuss the trigger.

-
ZTE thinks still the pathloss and PMPR change has to be discussed together.
-
CATT understands that the PHR triggering and the P-bit seeting are independant. E.g. PHR could not have been triggered due to PMPR change, but stil P-bit could be set if PMPR is dominant power limitation.

=>
After offline discussion, it became clear that the situation is not stable yet: also RAN4 is still progressing the issue. Issue is deferred to next meeting. Above confirmed triggering can be used as starting point for further discussion.

R2-111892:
PHR trigger for power reduction due to power mangement when carrier aggregation is configured Samsung
 CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-112395:
UE or CC Specific P-MPR Triggering
InterDigital Communications
Disc

 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

Both Tdocs not treated
R2-111893:
P bit setting for REL-8 format
Samsung
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
IDT agrees with the conclusion that Pbit is not so usefull without Pcmaxc.

=>
RAN2 agrees to the conclusion; i.e. do not expect to update the Rel-8 PHR format.
Other

R2-112377:
Value range of DRX-InactivityTimer Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331 
- C REL-10
TEI10

-
LG wonders if 0 inactivity timer is not usefull for  voice if SPS is used ? Ericsson thinks this is an alternative for SPS if PDCCH load is not a problem.

-
Samsung thinks anyway for silent period there is dynamic scheduling. Samsung supports the proposal

-
RIM sees benefits for this proposal. Rim wonders if the UE still decodes the PDSCH in the subframe ? Ericsson indicates that the UE only decodes PDCCH/PDSCH in the on-duration.

-
QC thinks the 50% is not completely correct because it assumes the UE can instantanuously warm-up/cool-down. So from a UE power perspective, QC does not see a big motivation for the change. Samsung agrees the 50% is unrealistic, but still present.

-
Renesas appreciates the intend and agrees the 50% is far off, but still there will be benefits.

-
QC thinks the consequences if not approved should be updated. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed in R2-112584 with removing "significantly" from the consequences if not approved

R2-111946:
Simultaneous Monitoring of RA-RNTI and C-RNTI
Huawei, HiSilicon CR 36.302 - F 
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
NSN thinks this is already current behaviour and already required by the table with Note 3. NSN thinks also in the MAC this is clear

-
Huawei has a different understanding on how to read the table

-
Ericsson agrees with NSN: If an entry has multiple rows, all of the RNTI's have to be monitored. Only one of them needs to be received. 

-
ALU agrees this is clear.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112075:
Corrections to 36.302
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.302

-
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
-
CATT thinks the 5th change is not correct. Huawei thinks there is never higher layer control for redundany version. Ericsson thinks the intention is to indicate there is no ACK/NACK.

-
Ericsson thinks change is not needed, and actually all changes are not so needed.

-
Huawei thinks the definition section should really be changed

-
MT is ok with the changes
=>
CR is in principle agreed with removing the 5th change, changing category to D, change WI code to TEI-10 in R2-112585 (can be merged with other CR in next meeting if existing)

R2-111955:
Further Evaluation on Scheduling
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
NTT DCM wonders if Huawei has something in mind to improve this ? e.g. TTI bundling ?

-
Huawei has not considered bunding.

-
Huawei just did the study to see if the system resources are balanced. The study is not used to show there is already a clear problem.

-
QC wonders what the relation is between this work and the diverse data study ? Maybe Huawei could continue the work there ?

=>
Noted
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112261
Add reference to 3GPP2 for 1xCSFB/SRVCC
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331

- D REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112370
Report Email#42 Power Management related trigger handling
NTT DOCOMO (Rapporteur) Report  related to email discussion [73#42]
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=> Withdrawn
R2-112401:
Adding new SIB for additional A-MPR NEC
CR
36.331
F

REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

resubmission of R2-094616 of RAN2 #67 but for REL-10 (not for REL-9)
not treated

6.7
WI: Other LTE Rel-10 WIs

=> Including email progress report on [73#43] LTE: Additional RLF report contents [Mediatek]

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

=> Email discussion outcome on [73#43] LTE: Additional RLF report contents [Mediatek]
R2-112191:
Additional RLF report contents email disc [73#43]
MediaTek Inc (Rapporteur) Report

=> 
revised in R2-112402
R2-112402
Additional RLF report contents email disc [73#43]
MediaTek Inc (Rapporteur)
Report
REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core
-
QC indicates they support time(1) with eCGI(3)

=>
Noted
R2-112192:
RLF report contents
MediaTek Inc
Disc
REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core

-
ZTE wonders if solution A requires the context to be maintained for a long time ? Will this not have impact on X2 ? MT wonders in general whether very long delayed RLF reports can be used for MRO. But MT thinks if we have a correlation function, then it also addresses the case of late RLF report. MT thinks that in case of NAS recovery, this will still be quite fast and enable the network to stop the dwell timer.

-
MT clarified inter-RAT MRO is not supported at this point in time.

-
MT assumes the network maintains the dwelltime and it is stopped based on X2 indication.  It will not work for the UE going to inter-RAT, and it will introduce re-establishment inaccuracy. MT thinks in most case the re-establishment will be quick.

-
NSN wonders why this solution is better than timer(1)  approach from RAN3. MT wants to make use of existing timer in network which is already maintained for Rel-9. Also MT thinks the RAN3 solution seems to result in multiple indications to the source. Furthermore MT thinks that linking to context is a more serious solution for the future e.g. to determine what message failed or what reconfiguration caused the problem.

-
NTT DCM thinks it needs to be studied more if timer(1) is really a good solution, and by linking to the context you solve a lot of problems.

-
ZTE wonder s if Rel-10 and Rel9 solution can be independant ? MT wonders why they should be independant. The same algorithms will still be used in the network. MT thinks we should build on the basis we have.

R2-111934:
The need of ECGI(2) and Time(1) for RLF report
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core

noted
-

R2-112066:
The necessity of time stamp for RLF report
Huawei, HiSilicon, Deutsche Telekom, China Unicom
Disc
REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core
-
MT wonders if this is related to this discussion ? Is the timestamp needed for MRO, or just generally useable for MDT ? Huawei could agree it is not so related to the Time(1) discussion, and more used for MDT.

-
ZTE sees this as independant to Timer(1)

-
NTT DCM thinks the proposal is interesting and wonders why the time cannot be obtained from GNSS ? Huawei wants to have the time from when the measurement was collected, not when the location was determined.

-
NSN thinks the timestamp is not an open issue on the extension sheet of MDT. We should concentrate on MRO.

R2-111943:
Time (1) reporting in RLF info
NEC
Disc
REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core

not treated
Options:

1) Timer(1):
related to when UE detects RLF







does not facilitate context linking [15]

2) Re-est Id:
network has to maintain timer and X2 indication to stop

facilitates context linking [4]

3) t2&t1 

related to when UE detected RLF*







does not facilitate context linking [0]





* if absolute network time is sync in nwk
[ ]: supporting companies
Discussion:

-
MotS thinks there are 2 separate issues. 


1) Do we want to facilitate context linking


2) What if the eNB has no longer the context / MDT case

-
MotS thinks the Rel-9 solution already enables the ho failure determination. The Rel-10 provides some additional information in case of NAS recovery. So MotS thinks we should facilitate context linking.

-
The second issue is related to what receivers of the stand-alone report should still be able to derive ? Then Timer(1) would allow to classify the failure reason.

-
NTT DCM wonders if RAN3 is really assuming the stand-alone case ? I.e. is RAN3 not assuming that the analys is done in the RAN node and the context is there ?

-
QC indicates that RAN3 did assume the stand-alone case (central node), but the more dominant assumption is that RAN node will do the MRO analysis.
-
MT understands that the RAN3 assumption on NAS recovery was a bit incorrect, that the NAS recovery was not immediate. QC explains that a not upgraded eNB might not ask the information immediately.

-
NEC thinks Rel-9 and Rel-10 solutions should be consistent. It seems assumption is that Rel-10 case after new conection establsihment, cannot be linked to a UE context. Rel-9 case can be linked to a context based on re-establishment id. MotS does exactly not like this, and therefore thinks we should do the context linking solution.

-
QC understands that timer(1) is maintained by network in Rel-9 (X2 stop) and then context linking is required. But if Rel-10 solution time(1) is provided, there is no need to link.

-
Chairman wonders if we can agree to timer(1) solution.

=>
Will include timer(1) in the RLF report

-
NTT DCM would like to have the RLF reporting support mandatory in Rel-10.

E-CGI(2)

-
NTT DCM thinks this is not needed. It is redundant given that we already have the measurements logged at RLF.

-
MotS would support inclusion. For HO to wrong cell it is usefull. It also gives an indication whether there was a re-establishment attempt. Huawei supports inclusion.


A) Include ECGI(2)  [9]


B) Do not include ECGI(2) [5]

=>
Will also include ECGI(2) in the report

R2-112193:
RLF report
MediaTek Inc
CR
36.331

-
F

REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

not treated
R2-111935:
Inclusion of ECGI(2) and Time(1) for RLF report
ZTE
CR
36.331
 - F REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

=>
Updated in R2-112565

R2-112565:
Inclusion of ECGI(2) and Time(1) for RLF report
ZTE
CR
36.331
 - F REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

=>
FailedPcell is missing in variable

=>
Naming can be discussed offline

=> 
Othed detailed corrections may be considered

=>
Will see update in R2-112586

R2-112586:
Inclusion of ECGI(2) and Time(1) for RLF report
ZTE
CR
36.331
 - F REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

-
MT thinks the time(1) will always include the same value in case of HO-failure. ZTE points out that the source might not be able to know whether it is a HO failure or an RLF

-
NTT DCM wonders about the granularity of the time(1). Is this not too precise.

=>
Confirm that granularity can still be revisited at next meeting

=>
CR is in principle agreed
t2-t1?

-
MT would support some kind of timestamp.

-
NTT DCM would also like to study having a timestamp.

-
Nokia can agree to study for Rel-11

=>
Can be studied for Rel-11
Other

R2-112221:
Generalisation of RLF related terminology
Samsung
CR
36.331

-
F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
MT supports the CR

-
Renesas wonders if this clarifies: we had two terms before and now three ?

-
Ericsson wonders if we create no confusion with Rel-9 where a different name is used. MT indicates in Rel-9 we only had RLF.

=>
NSN is ok to change the variable name/ASN1 name, but thinks the in the procedure text we should continue to talk about handover failure/RLF

-
Ericsson sees benefit not to change the name.

-
Huawei thinks some procedure sections they are only related to RLF or handover, so we should not talk about connection failure.

-
Samsung sees no impact on the UE since the bit on the line does not change.

-
NSN is also ok without changes

-
Huawei ok without change

=>
Noted

R2-112284:
Clarification of RLF Report in Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc
REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

R2-112285:
CR on clarification of RLF Report in Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
CR
36.331
 - F REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-112286:
Clarification of horizontal velocity and gnss-TOD-msec
Panasonic
CR
36.331
 - F REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core, MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

-
Samsung wonders why in the field description  ? Is it not introducing duplication ? Panasonic agrees that if you follow procedure text it  is also clear. But Panasonic thinks it is beneficial to also make the field description consistent.

-
Samsung thinks this is dangeruous: there are many other cases where you should derive from the procedure text that something that is possible to include should not be included. We have not updated the field description for these cases. Panasonic thinks this is special case.

-
NSN agrees with Samsung: procedure text alone should be sufficient.

=>
Noted

R2-112341:
RLF report restriction
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc REL-10
SONenh_LTE-Core

-
MT wonders if this is also applicable for Rel-9 and for Rel-10 MRO ?

-
NSN wonders why a UE vendor is proposing discrimination of different cases. NSN assumes it is simplest for the UE to do the same in all cases.

-
QC agrees that we should not make it complex for the UE: network can figure out.

=>
Noted

R2-112342:
RLF report restriction
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331

-
F REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

R2-112343:
RLF report restriction
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
37.320

-
F REL-10 SONenh_LTE-Core

Huawei will bring CR for 36.300 to capture latest stage-2 level RLF agreements to next meeting.

6.8
SI: In-device coexistence interference avoidance (RP-100671)
(FS_SPIA_IDC, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: June 10, target: June 11, WID: RP-100671)
Latest version of TR in R2-111759.

6.8.1
FDM
Inter-eNB handover

R2-112175:
Indication with additional information for FDM and HO
Research In Motion UK Limited
TP 36.816

-
LG wonders what is the "triggering reason" ? RIM wants to indicate that the handover is because of IDC.

-
MT wonders if there could be multiple reasons ? RIM did not intend that.

-
Huawei wonders how the source can set the keeping time ? RIM thinks it could be because of several factors like traffic pattern, interference pattern. Motorola wonders how this could be derived ? RIM thinks e.g. for BT you might know the pattern.

-
Fuiitsu wonders how the source gets the unuseable frequencies ? RIM indicates we agreed that the UE provides this to the network.

=>
TP was not agreed

R2-111850:
Inter-eNB Communication for FDM IDC
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

-
Mediatek wonders if we also consider TDM solution, should the assistance information that was provided by the UE also be forwarded ? 

-
NSN only considered FDM so far. NSN is not sure about TDM. E.g. if the SFN is not aligned

-
MotM wonders if we cannot forward UE measurement reports ? NSN assumes we do not do this so far.
UE can signal non-useable CC's

UE can signal updates (including end) of interference situation

At handover two options:

- transfer in network

- UE reports again


Discussion:

-
CMCC thinks we should not have different solutions for different handovers. CMCC thinks also for normal handovers we transport information in the network. So also for this case we can do this.

-
NSN wants to ensure that the target eNB does not select the frequencies that the UE previously reported as problematic

-
ALU thinks there are 2 motivations for sending the information at handover. ALU thinks for ping-pong avoidance, the UE could just repeat the information in the target.

-
ZTE agrees the information in the network is possible, but what parameters to transport can be studied further.

-
Chairman wonders what the source does it receives updated information after the handover preparation was initiated ? QC indicates that for this reason we repeated the information at proximity. 

-
QC thinks the problem is probably bigger in the proximity case because proximity is correlated to mobility. Here it might not be such a problem

-
RIM thinks the source could cancel the information if later information was received. Chairman assumes it could also be crossing of handover command and updated interference information.  QC thinks it can be solved by having a confirmation at RRC level.

-
Ericsson assumes that in general the target will not immediate handover back in any case. So some new information from the UE could be taken into account. Ericsson thinks there are 2 options:


a) transfer information in network


b) UE repeats 

-
Mediatek agrees with Ericsson that the handover would not be immediate, and the UE would e.g. first have to deliver a measurement report.

-
QC thinks we need to do either a) or b) to prevent pingpong, so both options can be listed in the TR.

-
NewPostcom wonders if we cannot agree on network forwarding.

=>
Can indicate in TR that we assume something needs to be done to prevent pingpong, and identified options are repetition by the UE or network transfer.

Other:
R2-111914:
Discussion on the trigger for indication
ZTE
Disc

R2-112018:
Clarification on Unnecessary Trigger and Trigger Misuse
MediaTek
Disc

R2-112019:
Unusable Frequency Judgment
MediaTek
Disc

R2-112063:
Indication of change of coexistence interference
CMCC, CATT, Huawei
Disc

R2-112248:
Triggering of Actions related to In-device Coexistence
Motorola Mobility
Disc

R2-112249:
Text proposal to 36.816 for triggering aspects
Motorola Mobility
Disc

R2-112268:
Discussion on handover in ICO
Pantech
Disc

R2-112277:
Clarification of on-going interference in ICO scenario
Pantech
Disc

All 8 Tdocs not treated
6.8.2
TDM
HARQ

R2-112325:
HARQ based gap patterns for coexistence of LTE TDD and Bluetooth eSCO
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

-
ZTE wonders for section 2 about the HARQ pattern. QC can agree that the length of the bitmap can be further discussed. QC claims to have done a comprehensive study for the 10bit bitmap case.

-
QC models that when BT transmits we have 100% error rate on LTE reception, and when LTE transmits we have 100% error in BT reception. 

-
MotM wonders if there would be an UL/DL imbalance with the found bitmaps e.g. too much UL ? QC confirms they have not tailored the metric for balance.

-
MotM wonders what the intention is ? Would the UE do this analysis and indicate the result to the UE ? Or the network would do this ? QC would like to UE to do a first analysis and indicating a pattern to the network, then the network can select the final pattern and indicate to UE.

-
MotM wonders how much problem there really is if we consider the hopping in BT ? QC indicates that they have assume a 100% loss rate, and for some of the cases identified by RAN4 it BT/LTE was disturbed regardless BT position.

-
Intel wonders about the pattern period ? For mode0 and mode6 the pattern period should probably be longer if aligned to HARQ repetition. QC has used a longer pattern for mode6. For mode0 QC used a 10bit pattern, but this can be discussed. Intel/QC agree that for mode1, 10 bit is sufficient.

-
Intel wonders if the impact to BT reception has been taken into account or only the LTE loss ? QC clarifies that the methodogy functioning is ensured by precondition.

-
CMCC wonders if QC is assuming other information than the bitmap from UE to the network ?  QC assumes for BT cases the pattern is sufficient.  CMCC wonders what flexibility the network has ? QC thinks the network is not restricted, but practically if the network cannot follow the UE it will probably sent a universal pattern.

-
Ericsson is concern about the impact to LTE if we loose 50% of LET capacity. E.g. impact on voice coverage ? QC agrees that e.g. bundling might be a problem.

-
QC agrees peak rate to the individual UE would go down.

-
Fujitsu thinks due to power control in BT the loss rate will be lower than 100%

-
QC clarifies that when bitmap is set to "1" for LTE, BT should not transmit. In case of "0", LTE should not transmit.

=>
Noted

R2-111912:
Further discussion on the HARQ process reservation based TDM solution
ZTE
Disc

-
RIM wonders if ACL should not also be considered (i.e. asynchronous mode in BT) ? Nokia assumes that HARQ based might not be the optimal solution for ACL but probably it works since the packet lengths are the same. In ACL BT is working in a kind of best effort manner anyway.

-
QC wonders what the bitmap would indicate to the network ? Is it a bitmap with e.g. "1" for subframes where UL tx in BT will take place ?  QC indicates that depending on what retransmissions the UE would use, the bitmap would change. So if the UE indicates a bitmap, the UE would have to select the retransmission moments already while in principle there is some freedom.

R2-112189:
Analysis of HARQ process reservation based TDM solution
Intel Corporation
Disc

not treated

Will the standard specify patterns or leave to network implementation?
What will the UE indicate? Bitmap? Index? ..

What will the eNB indicated? Bitmap? Index? ,..

Discussion:

-
Nokia tends to think more in the direction of the QC solution. I.e. standardise the best and universal patterns and avoid the complex calculations. Huawei wonders what the complexity really is ? Huawei thinks it should be simple for the UE to indicate e.g. timeoffset, and the network can select a bitmap. Nokia thinks if there is only a limited number of bitmaps (e.g. handfull), then probably it is sufficient to only choose 1.

-
Samsung thinks there are already now multiple options in BT formats, and there will be future developments in BT. Therefore Samsung can agree that the patterns do not need to standarised. Samsung is ok with HARQ based on bitmap based.

-
CATT would prefer not to standardise the pattern, because then many cases would have to be configured.

-
QC agrees that analysis should probably also be done for other BT formats. But QC is concerned if we do not restrict the patterns at all because then the solution space would be very large.

-
Intel agrees with QC that some patterns should be selected in the spec. Intel thinks the UE could select a number of these patterns and then the network could pick 1.

-
Mediatek indicates that BT is also working hard to limit problems. So some worst cases might not happen.

-
Ericsson would be hesitant to accept only a few patterns because if some conditions change, alternative patterns might be needed.

-
Nokia indicates that regarding BT SIG work this is more longer term, so we have to consider BT devices that are now installed e.g. in cars and that will be used in the next 10-20 years.

-
QC would like to conclude that some HARQ based pattern negotiation might be a feasible solution:


UE indicates either 
1) Time offset + BT configuration, or





3) HARQ based gap pattern


based on this the network configure a HARQ based gap pattern

-
ZTE would prefer not to signal the BT configuration, but a interference bitmap from the UE.

-
Hauwei wonders what difference is difference between interference bitmap and a HARQ based gap pattern ?

-
RIM wonders how the intereference bitmap is determined ? It would only include the in-device interference ?

-
Intel thinks interference bitmap is difficult given the retransmissions options in BT.

-
CMCC wonders if there are not too many BT configurations possible ? 

-
Ericsson wonders what "HARQ pattern" means ? Is the pattern in compliance with HARQ timing ? QC thinks it should be consistent with current HARQ timeline, but uses only a subset of the processes.

-
ZTE thinks in the 3rd option we hide some information from the network.

-
Samsung thinks in the BT master case, you can time align the BT to LTE. But if all UE's select the same pattern, some subframes may be overloaded.

	Agreements:

Can indicate in the TR that following HARQ negotiation solution are considered:

- UE indicates either:
1) Time offset + BT configuration, or




2) In-device interference bitmap, or




3) HARQ based gap pattern(s)

- FFS if pattern/bitmap from UE would be standardised or not

- Based on this the network configure a HARQ based gap pattern


R2-111917:
LTE and GNSS in-device co-existence
Samsung
Disc

-
ZTE wonders if there is any simulation results that there is no problem if less than 50% ? Samsung indicates there are several IEEE papers that can be used.

-
Mediatek wonders if this proposal is valid for the GNSS tracking mode or the initial mode ? Samsung indicates it is applicable in general. 

-
Lightsquare wonders wonders how this works if the UE has to receive multiple satelites ? Is only 1 satelite considered ? Samsung thinks for any number of sattelites a certain % is sufficient. Lightsquare understands it would depend on the number of satellites. The sensitivity will depend on the number of sattelites you can see.

-
Nokia thinks a 5th sattelite is needed if you are in "space".

-
Nokia assumes if you have no idea about the space/time, you might need to start from 10% blocking only ? LIghtsquare indicates that depending on the signal strength of the sattelites the time that the UE has to monitor the sattelites changes.

-
QC agrees we could have a % approach and possibly 50% is ok for tracking mode. QC understands that in this proposal the UE indicates a % and the mode, and then the network does not give any response but just honours the percentage ? QC wonders if we accept the DRX solution, is GNSS not sufficiently covered ? Samsung agrees no network configuration to the UE is needed.

-
Samsung understands that less than 20ms is almost not possible. Samsung assumes HARQ is overkill.

-
Mediatek wonders if the HARQ based solution is not a problem for e.g. satellite data download ? Then a DRX solution might be more appropriate.

-
LSQ thinks this is a realistic solution.

-
QC thinks the good thing of this solution is that no new network spec impact is used.

=>
Will include this solution in the TR.

DRX

R2-111849:
IDC Gaps and HARQ Operation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

In current DRX solution, is any new DRX timing parameters configured to UE by eNB? No?

Any change to HARQ?

-
Fujitsu wonders if we have agreed that UL transmissions are prohibited during the gap ?

-
Chairman also understands that so far in the DRX solution it is all to network implementation. The network should try to ensure a gap, but based on existing mechanisms like on-duration configuration, inactivity timer, scheduling.... CMCC agrees with Chairman, so it is quite different with measurement gap.

-
Ericsson thinks it might not be optimal because the UE has to observe all retransmission occasions.

-
Huawei agrees we have not agreed on any enhancement and eNB scheduling determines when the UE can go away.

-
Nokia wonders if we should look in the next meeting at how to end the periods more quickly. Huawei thinks this was discussed and can be left to eNB implementation.

=>
Noted: for now no impact on UE HARQ is assumed.
R2-112188:
Analysis of DRX based solutions for in-device coexistence
Intel Corporation
Disc

-
Huawei wonders if UE autonomous denial will only result in a loss every  2-3ms every 100ms?

-
Mediatek wonders if the UE can sometimes afford to miss a beacon ? Intel assumes 100% beacon reception is not required, but too much will have bad impact.

-
CMCC understands that master can delay the beacon if the channel is busy. So can this really be handled with an adapted DRX ? Intel assumes that the delay is only a few ms so it can be guaranteed to fall in an inactivity period.

-
Nokia thinks the beacon period is fixed, so if the beacon is delayed it does not mean that all subsequent beacons drift.

-
Samsung assumes that if beacon is colliding with LTE DL there is no problem, and also sometimes there might not be a UL LTE transmissions. So Samsug assmes the beacon collision rate will be very low if we have no mechanism. Then we should not introduce a very heavy mechanism to address this.

R2-112041:
Further considerations on DRX solution
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Ericsson wonders how the eNB can smartly schedule if there is no information from UE to eNB ? Huawei confirms they would like to indicate the beacon reception timing information to the eNB.
Beacon handling

Discussion:

-
Nokia would favour the autonomous denial solution. Since the UE has indicated the in-device coexistence problem, the missing UL transmissions should not lead to strange link adaptation in the network for the UL. Samsung agrees with Nokia. QC also thinks autonomous solution is sufficient and indication of timing might not be needed.

-
Ericsson is concerned about autonomous denial. The target PDCCH DL reception error is something like 1%. This is detected by e.g. no UL tx by the UE when a grant is sent by the network.  If the UE would intentionally not follow 2-3% of UL grants, eNB will see 2-3% error and will make PDCCH more robust. So there will definitely be impact to PDCCH quality. Huawei assumes impact will be limited.

-
Fujitsu thinks that if the beacon is delayed, the UE will have to stop UL transmissions for several UL LTE transmissions.

-
Intel has concerns about autonomous denial if the UE refrains from sending UL AN

	Agreement:

Most likely solution for Wifi beacon handling seems to be autonomous denial at UE, i.e. UE can occasionally skip an UL LTE transmission.

However it should still be confirmed that this will not lead to unacceptable link adaptation problems for the network, also considering beacon delay by master.


R2-112174:
Variable DRX based operation for TDM solutions
Research In Motion UK Limited
TP 36.816

R2-112251:
DRX based TDM Solution
Motorola Mobility
Disc

R2-112252:
Text proposal to 36.816 for TDM solution
Motorola Mobility
Disc

All 3 Tdocs not treated
DRX Enhancements needed?

General/Other
R2-112064:
Applicability of TDM solutions
CMCC
Disc

-
Huawei wonders if the DRX solution can be used for LTE + BT earphone ? CMCC assumes the unscheduled periods will not be intermittent enough.

-
NSN thinks it would be nice to include the table in the TR. QC agrees.

=>
Will include the table in the TR.

R2-112293:
Analysis and consideration on the different TDM schemes
InterDigital
Disc

-
LG wonders what the difference is between proposal 2 and other HARQ patterns where the network configures the HARQ pattern quickly ? IDT can agree it is very simple, but the lifetime of the pattern is intended to be smaller/one-shot.

-
Nokia thinks in principle announced denial is interesting, but thinks we should also still keep the non-announced denial.

-
Huawei thinks this proposal greatly reduces the scheduling in the network.

-
Ericsson could agree it would be beneficial to have unified scheme

-
Ericsson thinks we should for now focus on the existing (HARQ) scheme and only if that does work we could come with new solutions.

-
QC wonders how the unified solution would work ? We know DRX is like Rel-8 DRX, and HARQ based scheme e.g. works with bitmap. What would the network configure the UE with in the unified scheme ? IDT is thinking the difference between DRX and HARQ is just having a pattern that is longer valid for DRX.

-
Mediatek thinks given the differences between the current DRX and HARQ, it will be difficult to come up with a unified scheme. But MT thinks maybe proposal 2 is interesting.

-
Motorola wonders if proposal 2 is a kind of one-shot  gap request ? IDT confirms. MotM wonders if it is only for the UL or both ? IDT assumes it could be applicable to both.

-
Samsung thinks it would be better to keep the autonomous denial simple so far without pattern. IDT wants to address some of the concerns from network vendors that the network would not know. Samsung thinks it is not really autonomous denial if the UE requests.

-
ZTE thinks the scheme should be further studied before we can come to any conclusion.

-
MotM wonders if proposal 2 and 3 are linked ? IDT does not think so.

-
Intel agrees with MT that unified solution is not so likely.

-
Intel thinks autonomous denial should be used for rarer cases, not as "normal" solution.

-
CMCC thinks autonomous denial depends on collision probabilities between ISM and LTE special transmissions, and would prefer to keep the scheme simple

-
QC thinks for the DRX we should probably focus on small enhancements to shorten the "switching time". Only if that could not be solved, we should look at a different unified scheme.

-
QC thinks we may be able to use existing signalling to inform the eNB about upcoming losses, like e.g. CQI scheduling. MotM agrees.

=>
Unified scheme does not seem so likely at this stage. Ofcourse can try to come up with unified signalling approach.

-
NSN thinks it would be interesting to have the UE to only have one way to report the problems e.g. 1 message with different information parts. However probably the network actions would be quite different for different solutions.

=>
Noted for now

R2-112187:
Analysis of in-device coexistence between LTE and Bluetooth
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-112337:
Discussion on TDM based solutions
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
Where do we go with TDM?

R2-112099:
A default TDM setting following the reactive indication
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-111911:
Left issues on the DRX based TDM solution
ZTE
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
6.8.3
Other
GNSS

R2-111922:
TR Text Proposal for GNSS technology trends
Samsung
Disc
-
MT wonders what the motivation is for this text ? Have a solution for 2020. Samsung just wants to show the direction of GNSS in order to complete the study. It would also be good to reflect in the TR e.g. what BT SIG is expected to do.

-
Nokia thinks the dual-band solutions are typicaly used in military applications. It has benefits for atmospheric disturbances, and Nokia wonders if it really makes sense for commercial devices. Nokia wonders what the cost would be to implement a dual-band.

-
Samsung does not intend this as solution for in-device, but just to give background of GNSS status. Samsung clarifies that L5 is intended for commercial use and intends to have better accuracy than current L1.

-
QC sees no impact on current RAN2 work so we do not need the text.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be good to include this. It shows future direction.

-
MotM also thinks it is usefull background in order to not forget that this is also happening.

-
QC thinks there is a better location to put it.

=>
Can include the text, but location can be discussed with rapporteur and interested companies.

Power control solution

R2-112021:
Power control alternatives for IDC
MediaTek
Disc

-
MotM wonders about groupB: what standard modifications is MT considering ? MT thinks it depends on RAN2 decisions.

-
Nokia understands the power solutions are not possible at cell edge.  Near the eNB the output power will anyway be much lower than at the edge and thus little problem for ISM/GNSS. So area where this could be usefull would be very small. MT thinks in cell center this solution can reduce power.

-
Ericsson agrees with Nokia that the current power control is very suited for optimal resource control.

-
Panasonic thinks PMPR approach seeems interesting and it would have little impact to existing power control and link adaptation solutions.

-
Chairman wonders if the network would not need to control ? MT could agree but it would also require RAN4 discussions on how much network control would be needed.

-
MotM thinks the eNB would need to know the reason.

-
MotM thinks it is usefull solution since it is simple and might work e.g. in band7 or lower end of band40 where the impact to ISM is not so large.

-
RIM thinks groupA does not work if the UE just locally does it. MT agrees this could result in strange network behaviour so it is at the UE's risk

-
RIM agrees groupB is interesting solution. IDT understands groupB is very similar to power management and the network would have to act in the same way as power management.

-
Samsung wonders whether the network would need to know that the PMPR applied is because of coexistence or power management ? MT thinks for this enhancements could be considered.

-
QC agrees groupB seems interesting.

-
LG thinks the information required for groupC could be realised based on the already considered "unuseable frequency" reporting. 

-
Huawei is worried about LTE impact due to power reductions. IDT thinks it is the same as power management.

-
Ericsson wonders why CQI is mentioned since this is about UL ? MT thinks it could be indirectly used to control UL power. Panasonic would also prefer to remove CQI.

-
MotM thinks CQI could be used for symmetric solutions.

=>
Text proposal can be included in the TR with changes (e.g. should CQI be removed ?); detailed wording can be discussed as part of email discussion, without the autonomous part (not 5.2.2 updates).

R2-112020:
Operational Flow for Hybrid IDC Interference Avoidance
MediaTek
Disc

-
Nokia can agree that the FDM/TDM information can be at the same "level" in the indication. MotM thinks the TR already indicates the triggering as common for TDM and FDM. QC agrees that FDM and TDM info can be in the same message, but most likely it will be different information

-
QC wonders about having to try PC solution before FDM/TDM: is there a benefit to require this order of solutions ? MT just wants to show that the UE may try first PC and if it is unsufficient then involve the network for a FDM/TDM solution. MT agrees it is not required to mandate this behaviour.

-
Samsung thinks if for the PC solution it is necessary for the eNB to know, then also the PC solution would involve sending information to the network.

-
CMCC indicates that already in the TR the trigger for FDM and TDM is common, but how we continue from there is different for the different solutions. Ericsson thinks if indications from UE use existing signalling, then different triggers may exist for FDM and TDM.

-
MT thinks we should also think about removal of the problem is reported.

=>
Noted: Have to consider further how the different solutions work together

Other

R2-111859:
IDC solutions overview
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
Nokia is concerned about scenario 3. But Nokia also sees an interested for scenario 2.

-
Nokia is thinking about the case where the UE is moving towards the cell edge and the output power is increasing but is not a problem yet, but will be a problem.

-
QC thinks we can consider scenarios 2&4, but the problem will be in defining the triggers. QC tihnks there is a fine line between some proactive and reactive triggers. QC thinks depending on the thresholds for 1&3, automatically 2&4 would be addressed.

-
MotM wonders based on what the UE would trigger a report in the going to cell edge scenario ? 

-
LG wonders if Nokia is thinking about an indiaction at ISM rx switch on, regardless of any problems yet. QC thinks we are always only talking about potentially emminent problems, not problems that will only happen after 20min.

=>
Noted (focus is on 1&3, but 2&4 are not excluded and trigger will be discussed in WI phase)

=>
Will remove proactive/reactive terminology from TR and only talk about scenarios

R2-112094:
Clarification on the indication for In-device Co-existence
New Postcom
Disc

revised in R2-112537
R2-112537
Clarification on the indication for In-device Co-existence
New Postcom
Disc





REL-10
FS_SPIA_IDC
not treated

R2-111830:
Discussion on FDM and TDM coordination
CATT, CMCC
Disc

not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112326
Capturing some missing agreements in TR
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

=> withdrawn

R2-112190:
Interference scenario and TDM solution for coexistence with GNSS
Intel Corporation
Disc

=>
Withdrawn

Continuation:
- One week email discussion [73b#02] to come to agreeable 36.816 v1.2.1 in R2-112582

- MCC will provide additional Tdoc number for v1.3.0 without revision marks

6.9
Other LTE Rel-10 topics

Including ASN.1 review, overall Rel-10 capability discussion,....

ASN1 review

R2-112223:
Review Issue List (RIL) in preparation for REL-10 ASN.1 freeze
Rapporteur (Samsung) Report 36.331REL-10
-

=>
Revised in R2-112397
R2-112397:
Review Issue List (RIL) in preparation for REL-10 ASN.1 freeze
Rapporteur (Samsung) Report 36.331 REL-10
-
-
Rapporteur indicates that "Rap CR" with green highlighting in last column means not included yet in rapporteur.

-
NSN wonders how we make the CR's for next meeting. Will just be based on spec. Rapporteur thinks we can discuss case by case basis whether some small CR's want to be merged in rapporteur CR.

=>
Noted; review will continue after this meeting.

R2-112224:
Miscellaneous corrections
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331 - F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
Revised in R2-112398
R2-112398:
Miscellaneous corrections
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23
=>
Endorsed as baseline for further work. Further comments can still be discussed as part of the ASN.1 review process

=>
Update reflecting changes needed for this meeting will be provided in R2-112543

R2-112543:
Miscellaneous corrections
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331- F REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23
-
Also agreements from R2-112225 are included, and some received editorial comments. All changes are highlight in purple.

=>
CR is in principle agreed, but may be further updated based on ASN.1 review progress
R2-112181:
Reconfiguration between R8 and R10 critical extensions
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc REL-10 TEI10, LTE-L23

Rel-10->Rel-8:
-
ZTE wonders if it is common understanding that from Rel10 to Rel8 we always use the full configuration ? ALU thinks if any Rel-10 IE is used, this is the only option to a Rel-8 eNB. Huawei thinks we agreed that another option was to reconfigure before going Rel8 eNB.

-
Understanding is that an eNB that receives a configuration which includes some parts the eNB does not understand, has to use a full configuration. However a Rel-9 eNB working with a Rel-9 configuration could go back to a Rel-8 configuration by e.g. releasing the Rel-9 features. But there is no specific UE functionality to support this second approach.

Rel-8 -> Rel-10:

-
ZTE wonders what solution 1) is ? ALU explains this is the option of the full configuration at message level. Solution 3 is on IE level

-
NSN wonders if there is a real problem: the Rel-10 network should understand all Rel-8 configuration parts. ALU agrees this is not about target not understanding, but to limit UE complexity.

-
NSN thinks a critically extended IE, you can just include one versions from one of the releases, and the others are automatically released. NSN thinks if a later release CE always includes all parameters from the earlier release, there should be no real problem ? Samsung thinks what if we have a field in both Rel8 and Rel10 and it is ON in both versions, does delta signalling apply ? 

-
ALU thinks in case of NCE, we have to signal both Rel8 and Rel9 version (example 1). So we have to differentiate between case 1) and case2). 

-
Ericsson thinks one question is when the UE first received the Rel10 version with TM2 and then Rel8 version without TM (need ON), will the UE just continue ?

-
ZTE is not sure what the problem is for the critically extended IE ? Can we not just replacement ?

-
ALU thinks if we do not go for option 1), we would have to identify the CE cases and e.g. differentiate the handling from the NCE cases.

-
NSN thinks it might be overkill to use the full configuration

-
Mediatek wonders what we are trying to achieve ? ALU wants to make sure that the UE is clear on what to do when it receives a Rel-10 version of an IE of which it had a Rel-8 version.

-
Samsung hopes we limit the number of signalling options.

=>
Issue summary: for CE's, we have agreed that if you want to go from Rel-x+y to Rel-x, you have to use a full configuration message. What is the situation if you want to go from Rel-x to Rel-x+y ? Should a full configuration message be used or is some other approach possible ?

After offline discussion:

-
This issue became linked with the default configuration table.  Solution now seems to become that we will use full configuration message if we want to go from a configuration with Rel-x IE to a configuration with the same IE critically extended in a later release.

-
QC wonders if we are going to specify this ? ALU understands this will be captured as a network restriction. 

=>
Whether to use full configuration message some more advanced scheme can be discussed as part of the email discussion on default handling.


R2-112225:
Issues related to review in preparation of REL-10 ASN.1 freeze
Samsung
Disc 36.331 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

Proposal 1 and 3 do not propose any action; proposal 4 is covered by previous document

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders if it is necessary to specify any handover behaviour related to the RSTD indication ? Ericsson assumes this is not necessary.

-
Samsung wonders about the proposal to have no defaults for Scells ? Ericsson agrees that there is no need to configure default configurations for Scells: all the IE's are "not configured"/released.


Proposal 5:

-
ALU thinks it is clear that ON should be used for these cases. Chairman thinks OR would be a bit more clear.

-
ZTE thinks ON seems to hint that a UE should store. But this is not the case in the one-shot case.

=>
Not agreed

	Agreements:

1
No additional clarification seems needed to fully specify the UE behaviour for the new top level radio configuration fields that are introduced in REL-10

2
Introduce extension markers in accordance with the proposals included in the overview table.

3
Do not move extensions away from the default extension location to reduce signalling overhead associated with extension markers


- 
Rapporteur proposes to make the changes related to proposal 2 in the rapporteur CR. Will be provided in update of R2-112398

R2-112227:
Review in preparation of REL-10 ASN.1 freeze
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report
36.331
 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Rapporteur plans to sent out review kickoff on Monday after the meeting, also allocating agreed in principle CR's to companies to check.

=>
Agree to continue the review as indicated

UE Capability

R2-112355:
Discussion on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
 REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung wonders if we will have FGI bit for UL 4Tx ? Did RAN not decide not to address this in the exception sheet, and thus RAN4 will not specify these requirements in Rel-10 ? NSN thinks the removal of the exception sheet is not to remove from Rel-10; i.e. the feature is still in the RAN1 specifications. NTT DCM thinks we should just go with the RAN decision; there will be no additional signalling anyway w.r.t. capability.

=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 3:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 4:

-
ALU wonders why from bit 33 ? ALU thinks we maybe should leave more room for Rel-8. Also it is not really the bit number anymore.

=>
Start with "100"; do not refer to bitnumber in the table heading. Mapping should be clear

-
Ericsson wonders if we need so many undefined ? NTT DCM thinks having a total size of 16 bits might be a bit to restrictive, so NTT DCM opted for 32.

=>
Agreed with this change

Proposal 5:

-
Ericsson wonders if the TDD capability but Tm9 8Tx should really be defined as optionality bit or FGI bit ? Ericsson would prefer to have it as FGI. Huawei thinks we have a similar example for Rel-9 dual layer beamforming for TDD, where we also addressed it with a capability bit.

-
ALU would also prefer to apply the principle split of FGI and capability correctly. So this should be an FGI bit. 

=>
Tm9-8Tx for TDD will be moved to FGI table

=>
Agreed with this change

Proposal 6:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 7:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 8:

=>
Agreed

R2-112360:
CR to 36.331 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 - F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
Needs to be updated to reflect changes agreed above

-
Ericsson wonders if the DL MIMO requirements are sufficiently clear for cat 2-8 ? Can be discussed based on separate papers.

-
NSN wonders if we do not need any linking between the cross carrier scheduling bit and the CA support ? NTT DCM thinks this will be clear from definition in 36.306.

=>
Will included eICIC with FGI bit

=>
Will see update in R2-112544

=>
Will see alternative CR update in R2-112547 which handled eICIC with optionality bit
R2-112544:
CR to 36.331 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 - F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle technically endorsed
R2-112547:
CR to 36.331 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 - F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
CR is in principle technically endorsed with corrected Tdoc number in R2-112618

R2-112363:
CR to 36.306 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.306 - F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
Needs to be updated to reflect changes agreed above

-
Huawei wonders whether it is correct to link the pathloss reference to this feature ? NTT DCM explicitly indicated this to make this clear. RAN decided this feature would be mandatory if cross carrier scheduling is supported without separate FGI bit. So that makes it part of the cross carrier scheduling feature.

=>
Ericsson wonders if Tx div for PUCCH is applicable for all formats ? Can discuss offline if the wording should be improved.

=>
Will see update in R2-112545
=>
NTT DCM wonders how to handle the handle the CR's for the eICIC ? NTT DCM proposes to have a separate CR for 36.306, and have 2 versions of the 36.331 CR: one with the FGI bit, and one with an optionality bit for eICIC.  Will be provided in this meeting:

=>
Standalone 36.306 CR can be provided in R2-112546 for describing capability bit of eICIC
R2-112545:
CR to 36.306 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.306 - F REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

=>
On coversheet, clauses impacted should be updated
=>
CR is in principle agreed with this one change in R2-112619
R2-112546: 
CR to 36.306 on UE capabilities for time domain ICIC measurement restrictions
=>
CR is in principle technically endorsed
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112257
Rel-10 UE capabilities
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc 
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

withdrawn
7
LTE Release 11

7.1
WI: CA enhancements (RP-110451)
(LTE_CA_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, target: Sep.12, WID: RP-110451)
E.g. multiple timing advance, need for RRC/MAC signalling enhancements...
Multiple TA: When applicable?

R2-111909:
Multiple TA  scenario analysis
ZTE
Disc

- Related LS to RAN3 in R2-111910

- When (at what time difference) does support for multiple UL TA in UE become essential?

-
CATT understood that anyway multi-TA is needed.

-
ZTE is thinking that there are different scenarios. For the inter-band case the threshold is clear, but for RRH/repeaters the threshold is not clear.

-
Samsung wonders why this would impact us ? NSN agrees. 

-
New Postcom  wonders if in cosite multi-band case, ZTE thinks multi-TA is not needed ?

-
ZTE is not sure it is really needed and think we should make sure. If we find it is needed, it might still result in a limited number of scenarios for which it needs to be supported.

-
NTT DCM thinks for repeaters/RRH we need multi-TA. This is clear from liaisons between RAN1/4 and RAN2. Huawei agrees with NTT DCM.

-
QC thinks we are relying on RAN4 for identifying the scenarios where multi-TA is needed . QC thinks we have received an LS from RAN4 that multi-TA is needed.

-
NTT DCM thinks we have receive an LS from RAN4 indicating this receiver window of 30micro seconds which is much bigger than the time differences mentioned here.

-
Ericsson thinks it is clear RRH/repeaters require multi-TA. Question is maybe what scenarios we want to include in Rel-11.

-
Samsung can now agree that it would be good to better understand the situation before we continue.

=>
Will continue on working for multi-TA

=>
Can investigate in next meeting if really certain information is missing

R2-111840:
Initial Consideration on Multiple TA
CATT
Disc

Section 2.1: What scenarios:

- what scenarios ?

- only inter-band ?

- also intra-band ?

-
Samsung wonders if also scenario1,2,3 can have multiple TA ? CATT assumes scenario 2,3 are applicable. Scenario 1 is only intraband so can be excluded, but the other scenarios should be considered.

-
Samsung thought that we already discussed RAN4 about scenario 2,3, and did RAN4 then not answer it was not needed ? NSN has the same understanding as Samsung. So only scenario 4 and 5 need multi-TA.

-
NSN understands that it is not obvious that a UE would support intra-band multi-TA, so NSN assumes we only have 4b and 5b.

-
New Postcom agrees with NSN that scenario 2 and 3 can be excluded. However new Postcom thinks also 4a and 5a should also be included.

-
Huawei agrees 2&3 can be excluded. Huawei thinks whether scenario 4a/5a need to be supported would depend on operator input. CMCC thinks deployments like 4a and 5a might happen, where one carrier is used for macro coverage, and one later added for hotspot.

-
NSN thinks 4a and 5a support will probably have to be discussed in RAN1/4.  Samsung think we discussed this in the past and then the understanding was that repeater could be band specific

-
NTT DCM thinks RAN4 has indicated that 2 and 3 in most cases one TA is sufficient, but 3-5% of cases might require multiple TA. So NTT DCM would prefer not to rule out.

-
NTT DCM thinks current repeaters normally are band specific but NTT DCM is not sure this will always stay this way. W.r.t. scenario 5, NTT DCM has no intraband plans in near future but also here the future is unsure.

-
NTT DCM thinks anyway there will not be much difference between the different use cases.

=>
Starting assumption (until proven otherwise) will be that we need to support all cases as listed in Table-1

R2-112302:
Scenarios and number of TA-groups to be assumed for REL11

Samsung
Disc

not treated
Multiple TA: How ?

R2-111953:
The Multiple Time Advances in Carrier Aggregation
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

- Only section 2.1

-
Intel wonders whether for repeaters the UL and DL transmission point will always be the same ? Or could the repeater only work in the UL ? Huawei assumes it is always both UL and DL. 

-
Samsung wonders if this works in scenario 4 and 5 ?

-
Ericsson would prefer not to restrict to scenarios in which repeaters do not necessarily have to work on both UL and DL. Panasonic wonders why not ? Ericsson thinks we have not excluded this for Rel-10, so why for Rel11.

-
IDT wonders if the assumption with this proposal would be that all RRH's and antennas of one eNB transmit all at the same time ?  Huawei sees no problem if the transmission are not at the same time. However Huawei has understood they would be at the same time (apart from error tolerance).

-
Panasonic thinks the transmission point does not need to be the same for RRH and antennas of one eNB. But Panasonic sees no problem if the transmission timing would not be exactly the same for this solution.

-
Intel thinks repeaters will not have same coverage as eNB. So different transmission points.

-
MT thinks even without repeaters UL and DL delays could be different, so this solution would introduce measurement inaccuracy. Huawei thinks the inaccuracy would be around several Ts.

-
NTT DCM clarifies that the transmission timing should be within 1.3micros, including for RRH's.

-
Pantech thinks there might be problems in UL power control (which is pathloss based) if UL and DL do not both go via repeater.

-
NTT DCM wonders with this solution, how can we enforce correct UE operation ? Do we need many test cases ? NTT DCM would feel safer if the network would have control.

-
NSN thinks we do not have the expertise to judge other methods. Huawe is fine to sent LS to check this with RAN1.

-
NSN thinks there is no need for an LS; Companies can bring contributions to RAN1 directly. 

-
Renesas thinks maybe the solution could be used for tracking the timing difference of the different UL CC's, but not for the initial alignment.

R2-112305:
Main issues in supporting multi-TAs
Samsung
Disc

- only proposal 3

noted

-


R2-111982:
Discussion on multiple timing advance
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc

not treated
	Agreement:

· RAN2 will work on RACH on Scell based solution. If companies think L1 based (e.g. timing difference based) solutions are feasible, please bring it up in RAN1. If RAN1 informs RAN2 that the RACH solution is not needed, we will stop work on RACH based solution


R2-112272:
Preliminary discussions on multiple timing advances in Rel-10
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders whether we should discuss again whether we allow simultanuous PRACH and PUSCH in one subframe (with PRACH in Scell); bit more a RAN1 issue. In Rel-10 the UE can decide to drop one, but maybe since we do more RACH's, this is no longer acceptable in Rel-11.

-
MT wonders in general still how common these scenarios need to be and how optimimal the support needs to be.

-
Intel thinks it is important to discuss whether we need to maintain TA for deactivated Scells.

-
Huawei thinks we should also consider when RACH is triggered: on Scell addition or on Scell activity.

-
Samsung wonders what issue 1 is ? Samsung sees no reason to link ever 1 UL CC to more than 1 DL CC. LG agrees

=>
Noted

R2-111897:
Multiple Timing Advance
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

- What parts of solution are "obvious" when starting from simplest solution?

TA grouping:

-
ALU wonders if we really need grouping ? If we have up to 5 TA's, ALU assumes this is not very complex for UE so we could just have a TA per CC.  NSN wonder why we ever need to support 5 timings ?  Should probably depend on how much complexity we see per UL TA in the UE ?

-
ZTE thinks we have already grouping in Rel-10, with 2 UL linked to the same DL. So should we want to prevent that ?

-
Intel agrees that we should group; we should limit the number of different TA;s.

-
Ericsson wonders if we ever need 5 different TA values if we look at the deployments we just discussed. Ericsson thinks we should not agree on grouping now because it comes with some signalling overhead.

-
Samsung has some sympathy for both sides. But more groups means more PRACH and more delay if we have sequential RACH's. Also there could be a difference between what we support in signalling and what we expect Rel-11 UE's to support.

-
ITRI supports grouping: also a TA per CC is a grouping of 1 CC per group.

-
RIM supports the grouping. RIM wonders why intra-band could not be different groups ? This is related to deployment scenarios.

-
Newpostcom supports grouping with 2 groups.

-
LG thinks Rel-10 already supported some grouping.

Proposal 2:

-
Huawei wonders if this means that the Scell belongs to a different TA-group is a RACH is configured. NSN agrees the TA group could be explicitly signalled.

Proposal 7:

-
Panasonic wonders if there is only 1 ongoing RACH procedure, or there is only 1 PRACH ? NSN intends only one ongoing RACH procedure.

Proposal 8:

-
Intel wonders if cross carrier scheduling and multiTA should be totally independant features ? NSN thinks so.

Proposal 13:

-
New Postcom wonders if SRS should be released if TAT expires for the concerning Scell.

=>
Noted
R2-112138:
Configuration of multiple TA in Rel-11 CA
Intel Corporation
Disc

- TA before/after activation?
not treated
R2-112209:
The need of maintaining multiple TA timers Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-112201:
Considerations on Multiple TAs in CA
ITRI
Disc

- UL Timing sync for deactivated CCs

- How many TAT timers?
Both Tdocs not treated

R2-112208:
DL reference and the need of TA grouping for multiple TA
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-112274:
Considerations for multiple timing advances in Rel-11
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

- Need for grouping?
Both Tdocs not treated
R2-111864:
Considerations on multiple timing advances
HTC
Disc

R2-111889:
Multiple TA values for carrier aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-111908:
Discussion on  Multiple TA
ZTE
Disc

R2-112035:
Multiple timing advance with carrier aggregation
MediaTek
Disc

R2-112090:
Initial analysis of multi-TA for CA enhancement
New Postcom
Disc

R2-112098:
Multiple TA and RA procedures in Rel-11 CA
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-112137:
Enhancements on MAC procedures to support CA with multiple TA
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-112210:
SCell configuration for multiple TA
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-112275:
Considerations on Multiple TA
Pantech 
R2-112287:
Multiple TA Values and TA Command MAC CE
Motorola Solutions
Disc

R2-112288:
Proposed CR on TA Command MAC CE
Motorola Solutions
CR
36.321 - B REL-11 LTE_CA_enh-Core
All 11 Tdocs not treated
Different TDD modes:

R2-111983:
Operation principles of CC specific TDD configuration
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc

R2-111833:
Consideration on Inter-band Carrier Aggregation for TDD
CATT
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
Support simultanuous Rx/Tx ?

Problems with feedback ?

Other:

R2-112316:
Discussion on SCell radio link handling in Rel-11
MediaTek
Disc

R2-112091:
Enhancement on Smeasure in CA
New Postcom
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112211
Multiple PRACH for RRC Connection Recovery
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent Disc

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112315
Discussion on SCell radio link handling in Rel-11
MediaTek
Disc

=>
Withdrawn
7.2
WI: Enhancements for diverse data applications (RP-110454)
(LTE_eDDA-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-110454)
Note that up to RAN#53 only evaluation phase.
General

R2-112171:
Way forward for LTE RAN Enhancements for Diverse Data Applications
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

- Can consider anything but only solutions with significant benefit w.r.t. system efficiency or UE power efficiency should be accepted ?

-
Panasonic wonders WI is not linked to non-MTC mobile data impact SI. Panasonic wonders if for proposal 6, application traffic modelling would not be needed ? RIM thinks different applications would have different optimal DRX settings. RIM does not see a direct link to the mentioned SI.

-
Panasonic then understands that we would have look at detailed traffic modelling.

-
CMCC thinks 1,2 and 4 propose different solution directions. E.g. if we keep UE's in connected mode for several hours, connection establishment overhead is no longer an issue.

-
RIM thinks before any evidence is shown we should not rule out any solution.

-
ZTE wonders about whether a new state is considered related to this "dormant state". Chairman thinks the WI forbids a new state.

-
Samsung wonders if proposals can be made on all these subjects. RIM does not want to exclude anything.

-
Intel mostly agrees with these proposals but wonders where the 2000-5000 comes from ? RIM refers to 25.913 which indicates 200 in an active state, and much higher in dormant camped. Chairman thinks this is a bit liberal interpretation.

-
Huawei thinks RRC connected mode can be operator as power efficient as IDLE, so we seem already to meet some of these proposals. RIM just intended the numbers as input to further simulation work.

-
LG thinks proposal 1 is different from other proposals. LG thinks this is quite a drastic change and not really in line with WI. The WI is supposed to enhance connected mode applications. So LG thinks we should exclude the IDLE->CONN from this WI. RIM thinks the WI talks about SI enhancements in general

-
New Postcom thinks the WI seems to consider to many directions. Maybe we should first select services to satisfy.

-
Ericsson thinks we should not shortlist solutions now nor limit. We should demonstrate problems and if the problems are confirmed consider solutions.

=>
Noted

DRX

R2-111924:
Consideration on basic alternatives and evaluation of diverse data application
China Telecom, ZTE
Disc

- How to demonstrate "significant benefit"?

=>
Updated in R2-112563

R2-112563:
Consideration on basic alternatives and evaluation of diverse data application
China Telecom, ZTE
Disc

-
RIM thinks there are 2 things to consider:


1) Metrics that a proposal is evaluated by


2) Traffic model

-
Vdf agrees with RIM that both points are needed. Large services not listed seems to be youtube DL streaming and peer to peer sharing.

-
Samsung agrees with RIM proposal.Samsung thinks the service simulated should be somehow limited. ZTE agrees we should simplify.  Maybe one sort that is continuous, one that is aperiodic.

-
Huawei thinks also multiple parallel services should be considered. Huawei wonders if the many UE's in connected and DRX goes together ?

-
Ericsson thinks input from operators is interesting that there are maybe new services that we have not considered explicitly before. So it would be good to work on real traffic.

-
Ericsson is hesitant to define a mix. Ericsson thinks we do not need to limit the patterns at this point in time. In principle if somebody can show problems with any realistic pattern, we can discuss.

-
RIM agrees it is difficult to discuss a mix.

-
MT wonders if also MTC traffic should be considered ?

-
QC thinks also mobility model should be considered.

-
LG wonders why we are looking at continuous data ? 

=>
Inputs on Metrics/traffic/mobility model requested for next meeting: framework for evaluation
=>
Probably email after RAN2#74 ?

R2-111841:
Clarification on Diverse Data Applications
CATT
Disc

R2-111957:
Overview on WI of Diverse Data Applications on LTE RAN
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112013:
Potential issues with Extended Long DRX cycle(s)
Kyocera
Disc

R2-112012:
Scope for RAN Enhancements for Diverse Data Applications
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-112262:
Discussion on Diverse Data Applications
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-112037:
Discussion on management of diverse data applications
MediaTek
Disc

All 6 Tdocs not treated
Mngt of system resources

R2-111958:
PUCCH Evaluation
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-111994
Configurable transmission delay for traffic which is insensitive to delays
IPWireless Inc.
Disc

withdrawn
7.3
WI: Service continuity improvements/location info for MBMS (RP-110452)
(MBMS_LTE_SC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: June 10, target: March 12, WID: RP-110452)
Scope of the WI

R2-111993:
Service continuity for MBMS in LTE Carrier Aggregation
IPWireless Inc.
Disc

- Semi-static MBSFN areas

- Limited to UE moving within same MBSFN area or between MBSFN areas?

- PTP handling outside scope of WI?

-
CATT wonders what the definition of "service continuity" is ? E.g. in scenario B we do not talk about same MBSFN area.

-
Huawei points out that the WI also addresses IDLE mode. 

-
CMCC wonders about scenarios B and C. CMCC wonders if there would not be a service content synchronisation issue. Orange agrees that this is not relevant scenario since the content provided is not synchronised. Orange thinks C might be supported.

-
Orange thinks scenario E should be supported.

-
MT agrees that B is probably not possible to support.

-
MT wonders why B and C are related to activation of an Scell ? IPW thinks the UE could have a unicast bearer on the Pcell, i.e. activation of Scell on frequency on which MBSFN is provided. MT thinks if the UE is able to receive the carrier, there is no need to activate the Scell.

-
MT wonders why different areas on different frequencies cannot overlap ?

-
ALU also thinks scenario B is not applicable.

-
ALU points out that this WI also will need to address the case of moving the UE to the correct layer in order to be able to receive a service

-
ZTE wonders about counting.

-
LG thinks it would always be usefull for a UE to be serviced by unicast on the same layer that he receives MBMS.

-
ALU wonders how we guarantee content synchronisation in scenario C ? Orange thinks it could partly be handled if the area overlap and temporarily receive from both MBSFN areas.

-
ALU wonders what "service continuity" really means ? Reception of same service, or "no loss" ?  ZTE thinks this means the user is not aware of any change in transport. Huawei thinks we may still have some loss/interruption, because higher layers could take care of it.

	Agreements w.r.t scope:

In this WI we will address:

UE receiving or not receiving the MBMS service by PTM yet:
How to get the UE into the correct carrier in CONN and IDLE (UE may be receiving the service ptp or not at all) so that he can receive PTM.

When the UE is receiving an MBMS service in PTM:

WI will address UE's moving between semi-statically configured MBSFN areas. 

Confirm that the following scenarios are in scope of the WI w.r.t. service continuity:

1) 
UE moving within a  MBSFN area (already part of Rel9/10)

2) 
UE moving from MBSFN area1 to MBSFNarea2 both on same carrier and both provide the same service (FFS)
Not addressed will e.g. be:

a) Dynamic changes to the MBSFN area due to UE mobility

b) ptm<->ptp scenarios (i.e. activation/deactivation of PTP bearers); considered UE implementation.


R2-112365:
Considerations for MBMS Service Continuity in Rel-11
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

- Can we limit to MBMS on one CC only?

-
MT wonders if UE receives MBMS on one CC and unicast on another CC, why is this inherently more power costly than when receiving them on the same CC ? LG was thinking UE would be using another RF.

-
CMCC thinks that having MBMS provision on only 1 CC might be acceptable. Orange thinks this limitation could be considered for Rel-11.

-
IPW thinks only supporting deployments with MBMS on one CC would be shortsighted given high video rates.

-
Huawei thinks it we could agree that UE's would only need to be able to receive MBSFN on one CC.

-
ALU agrees it would simplify but all UE's not supporting CA would have to be serviced by that CC.

=>
Can think further about this

R2-112040:
Service continuity and location information for MBMS
MediaTek
Disc

- Only section 2.2
not treated

What kind of UE capability is assumed?

R2-112065:
Service continuity for LTE MBMS
CMCC
Disc

R2-111843:
Clarification on MBMS Service Continuity
CATT
Disc

Both not treated
IDLE
R2-112230:
Enhancement of cell reselection for MBMS service continuity
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent,
Disc

R2-112367:
Priority Handling for MBMS Service Continuity
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-112368:
Mobility between a MBMS cell and a CSG cell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-112203:
MBMS Service Continuity for UEs in RRC Idle Mode
ITRI
Disc

R2-112229:
Issues of MBMS service provision under CA Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent,
Disc

All 5 Tdocs not treated
Service information on other CC:


- Network broadcasts in other CC's


- UE acquires by itself ?

UE considers MBMS CC highest prio

UE considers MBMS CC higher prio but only amongst carriers with same prio

Network signals 2 priorities (one for with MBMS, one for UE without MBMS)

Connected:

R2-111851:
Proposed clarifications to scope of service-continuity improvements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-112184:
MBMS service continuity in RRC_CONNECTED
Intel Corporation
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
Will network provide or UE acquire info from other CCs?

MBMS location information
R2-112231:
Scenarios and location based service provisioning
 Alcatel-lucent,
Disc

R2-112044:
Kick off for Service continuity and location information for MBMS for LTE Huawei, HiSilicon Disc

- Section 2.2 only

Both Tdocs not treated

R2-112226:
Select and receive MBMS with location information
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent,
Disc

R2-111842:
Clarification on MBMS Location Information
CATT
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
What case/functionality is being targetted?

Other:
R2-112228:
CR to 36.331 selecting and receiving MBMS with location information
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent, CR
36.331 
- B REL-11 MBMS_LTE_SC-Core

R2-112172:
Further Enhancments for the MBMS Service Continuity
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

R2-111925:
Service continuity scenario analysis
ZTE
Disc

All 3 Tdocs not treated
7.4
WI: Network-Based positioning Support for LTE (RP-101446)
(LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 09, target: Dec.11, WID: RP-101446)
R2-111853:
UTDOA Architecture Options
TruePosition
Disc

noted
-


R2-111848:
LTE Network Based Positioning Stage-2
Andrew Corp
Disc

noted
Discussion:

Proposal 1 from R2-111853/first proposal from R2-111848:

-
Ericsson would like to limit options. 

-
NTT DCM wonders why we support both integrated and non-integrated ? AT&T would prefer to have both options. AT&T has many stand-alone LMU's already, and AT&T also likes to have the option of the integrated LMU. NTT DCM would consider this a matter of implementation.

-
NTT DCM understands the LMI itself would not be standardised.

-
Andrew cooperations has an alternative proposal: The would like a overlay network. In this solution the eNB is not aware of what the LMU's are doing/measuring and is thus not involved.

-
Huawei wonders how Andrew's solution supports eNB-integrated LMU's ? Andrew thinks they are supported hardware wise, but from signalling/control point of view, they are controlled from the SMLC. Andrew thinks still LPPa could still be used as transport, still transparent to eNB.

-
ALU wonders what protocol would run between SMLC and LMU ? Andrew indicates this would be a new protocol.

-
QC wonders how the LMU gets  the SRS info ? Andrew explains this would go via SMLC.

Proposal 2 from R2-111853:

-
ALU thinks it is too early to decide this.

-
Andrew supports this proposal.

Proposal 3: from R2-111853:

-
ALU thinks in an X2 based solution, also a "master eNB" could take this decision.

	Agreements:

1)
UTDOA architecture and call procedure will support stand-alone LMUs as well as LMUs integrated into the eNB. The architecture will support interoperability between the two types of LMUs as well.


- eNB might just be providing transparent transport of LMU related messages (FFS)

2)
Three architecture options identified so far:

a) 
eNB involved: LLPa

b) 
eNB involved: X2

c) 
transparent overlay; i.e. SMLC communicates to all LMU's via an overlay signalling network. The overlay signalling network could be routed via eNBs.


7.5
WI: Other Rel-11 WIs
Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE

(eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-110420)

R2-112321:
Idle Mode considerations for eICIC
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-11
eICIC_enh_LTE-Core
R2-112271:
Considerations on eICIC for RRC IDLE
Pantech
REL-11
eICIC_enh_LTE-Core
R2-112273:
Enabling eICIC on IDLE mode status
Pantech
REL-11
eICIC_enh_LTE-Core
All 3 Tdocs not treated.
7.6
SI: Hetnet mobility enhancements (RP-110438)
(FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-110438)

=> Including email progress report on [73#41] LTE: Simulations assumptions for hetnet simulations [ALU]

=> Email discussion outcome on [73#41] LTE: Simulations assumptions for hetnet simulations [ALU]
R2-112246:
Email discussion: [73#41] LTE: Simulation assumptions for hetnet simulations
Rapporteur (Alcatel-Lucent)
Report

-
ALU indicates that there is an updated email discussion report available in R2-112566. In the end of this report all agreements are indicated

=>
R2-112566 was not treated. Email discussion will continue up to next meeting [73b#08]
R2-112333:
Basic parameters for macro-pico HetNet simulation calibration
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

not treated
Scope of new SI
R2-111831:
Clarification on HetNet Mobility Improvements Study Item
CATT
Disc

R2-112334:
Discussion of HetNet Mobility Topics for Rel-11
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc

R2-112324:
Detection of weak cells and other issues for mobility in het-net
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-111915:
Initial consideration on Hetnet mobility enchancement
ZTE
Disc

R2-112005:
Random Access Enhancement for HetNet
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112391:
BTS cell dicovery enhancement for HetNet mobility improvement for LTE
LG Electronics Inc. Disc

R2-112392:
Mobility enhancement for HeNBs supporting multiple cells
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-111913:
Discussion on mobility enhancements for handling ping-pong effect in co-channel HetNet depolyment
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc

R2-112173:
Idle Mode Mobility Enhancement in a Heterogeneous Network
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

R2-112390:
Mobility state detection enhancement for HetNet mobility improvement for LTE
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

All 10 Tdocs not treated
Skeleton

R2-112183:
Skeleton TR proposal for HetNet Mobility study
Alcatel-Lucent
TR
36.8xx

not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-111990
Discussion on Relâ€™11 Mobility Enhancements
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc

=> withdrawn
R2-111991
Simulation Assumptions for Hetnet Simulations
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc

=> withdrawn

7.7
SI: RAN improvements for Machine Type Comm (SI: RP-100330)
(FS_NIMTC_RAN, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Sep. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100330)
Note:
Despite this location in the agenda this SI is still a REL-10 SI. All SIs that will not be finished at


RAN #52 will be moved to REL-11.

RAN#51 decided to continue the SI up to June 2011, but with the focus limited to "RAN overload handling". Under this agenda item, LTE specific aspects/solutions can be discussed.

RAN overload

R2-111984:
RAN protection from MTC activity in LTE
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc

not treated
Backoff:

R2-112033:
RAN overload handling
MediaTek
Disc

R2-111916:
Backoff enhancement for RAN overload control
ZTE
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
Group paging

R2-112200:
Discussion on RAN enhancements for group paging in MTC
ITRI
Disc

R2-111900:
An Integrated Scheme for RAN Overload Control
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc

Both Tdocs not treated
Other:

R2-112199:
Discussions on UL RACH load control enhancements
ITRI
Disc

not treated
Other aspects:
R2-111920:
Impacts of low cost LTE devices on RAN level
ZTE
Disc

not treated
Not available/Too Late/Withdrawn
R2-112197
Further analysis on RAN overload control mechanisms
ITRI
Disc

R2-112403
RAN impacts for the support of low complexity MTC devices
IPWireless Inc.
Disc
Both Tdocs not treated
7.8
SI: Other Rel-11 SIs

(FS_COMP_LTE, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 10, target: Sep.11, WID: RP-101425)
R2-112295:
Terminology definition for CoMP
Fujitsu
Disc
REL-11
FS_COMP_LTE
not treated
8
UTRA Release 9 and earlier releases
REL-4 TEI4:

REL-5 HSDPA-L23 (RAN2):

REL-5 TEI5:

REL-6 EDCH-L23 (RAN2):

REL-6 RANimp-RABSE (RAN2):

R2-111860
RoHC discrepancy in the UMTS specifications
Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc
REL-6
RANimp-RABSE
-
HW: intention is to change everything starting from release 6? That is the proposal.

-
In the past, for these types of editorial corrections we have put those changes in the last version of the spec and added a magic sentence. NSN: could agree with this.

=>
The proposal is agreed and CRs can be seen at this meeting in R2-112417/R2-112418/R2-112419 
R2-112417
RoHC discrepancy in the UMTS specifications
Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.306
-
D

REL-10 
TEI10

-
affected specs need to be listed.

=>
With that change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112441
R2-112418
RoHC discrepancy in the UMTS specifications
Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.323

-
D

REL-10 
TEI10

-
affected specs need to be listed.

=>
With that change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112442
R2-112419
RoHC discrepancy in the UMTS specifications
Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
D

REL-10 
TEI10

-
Verify version number

-
affected specs need to be listed.

=>
With that change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112443
REL-6 TEI6:

REL-7 RANimp-CPC (RAN1):

REL-7 RANimp-EnhState (RAN2):

REL-7 MIMO-L23 (RAN2):

R2-111995
Clarification to support of TX diversity on DL control channels by MIMO capable UE
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
MIMO-L23
-
QC: with the correction, the DPCH becomes a control channel. Should we rewrite the sentence to make it clear? 

-
Panasonic needs more time to check.
=>
The CR is revised in R2-112449
R2-112449
Clarification to support of TX diversity on DL control channels by MIMO capable UE
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
MIMO-L23
-
E///: does that mean tx div would apply to both cntl and data parts? Yes. E///: then it doesn’t match the IE name anymore. 

-
A proposal would be to simply list the channels, adding “and DPCH” after the list of Cntl channels. Renesas: would prefer some time to check.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
REL-7 RANimp-16QamUplink (RAN1):

REL-7 LCRTDD-EDCH-L23 (RAN2): 
R2-111855
Correction of Mapping of Absolute Grant Value for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
ZTE: This is not bw compatible with legacy UEs. A possibility  would be to have the change starting from rel’9 only. It is not a critical correction anyways.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-111856
Correction of Mapping of Absolute Grant Value for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-8
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted?

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-111857
Correction of Mapping of Absolute Grant Value for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted? 
=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-111858
Correction of Mapping of Absolute Grant Value for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-111861
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.321

-
F

REL-8
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23 

=>
Withdrawn
R2-111862
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.321

-
A

REL-9
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

=>
Withdrawn
R2-111863
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.321

-
A

REL-10
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

All 3 CRs are withdrawn

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112142
Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
TD-Tech: support the CR

-
Chairman: Impact analysis should say no interop issue is expected.

-
“This CR only correct the wrong definition in the tabular, and does not create any interoperability issue”
=>
With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112429
R2-112143
Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-8
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
Typo in WI code in coversheet? It should be RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-
Why is the shadow submitted?

-
Impact analysis: “This CR only correct the wrong definition in the tabular, and does not create any interoperability issue”

=>
With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112430
R2-112144
Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
Typo in WI code in coversheet? It should be RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-
Why is the shadow submitted?
-
Impact analysis: “This CR only correct the wrong definition in the tabular, and does not create any interoperability issue”

=>
With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112431
R2-112145
Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
LCRTDD-EDCH-L23

-
Typo in WI code in coversheet? It should be RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
-
Why is the shadow submitted?
-
Impact analysis: “This CR only correct the wrong definition in the tabular, and does not create any interoperability issue”

=>
With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112432
REL-7 RANimp-L2DataRates (RAN2):

R2-111996
Handling of START value due to an RLC reestablishment when DL RLC PDU size is reconfigured from fixed to flexible with 15-bit LI
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-112106
Discussion on the special value of HE field deconfiguration issue
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc





REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates

-
ALU: what is the gain of the optional behavior for rel’8? Wouldn’t is mean the same as the rel’7 solution. Renesas can agree with that. However in rel’8 there is flex rlc in UL hence it creates the use case for the HE field for DL.

-
QC agrees with ALU.

-
ZTE: can solution 1 and 2 co-exist? No, they are proposed to be applied to different releases. QC: it can co-exist in the NW in case of rel’7 NW with a rel’9 UE, but it shouldn’t create any problem

-
QC: on proposal 2, prefer to also void the RRC config on the DL. There would need to be an RRC CR needed in addition to the RLC CR.

-
Agreements: 


-
The group agrees with proposal 1. 

-
Open issues:


-
Can proposal 1 be extended to rel’8?


-
Do we need an RRC CR for solution 2, and in what form?


-
E///: need to see the CR first.

-
Renesas: what would be captured in the RRC CR? Config cannot voided. The RRC still needs to be able to configure special value of HE. BRDCM: for rel’9/10, the DL config means nothing since UE has to be able to handle it anyways.

-
E///: we can agree in principle for release 7. For release 8 more time is needed. On the CRs, the RLC is fine but an RRC CR requires checking.

-
QC will provide the CR in R2-112420
-
We have an email discussion until the next meeting to converge

R2-112420
Correction on the special value of HE field deconfiguration issue
Qualcomm Inc
CR
25.331
REL-7

RANimp-L2DataRates

=>
withdrawn as not available
R2-112107
Prohibit changing the value of "Use special value of HE field" when downlink RLC entity is not re-established
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates

-
Remove curly brackets

-
NSN: “doesn’t” or “does not”. Both are used

-
E///: with this note, we are implicitly adding some procedure to trigger a re-establishment however this isn’t captured anywhere. Renesas: current specification explicitly says when NW is expected to re-establish, the goal of the note is to ensure that NW will indeed do this.

-
QC: agree that no procedural text is needed.

-
E///: the note is introducing an unspecified UE, but it’s already defined what UE behavior would do (UE would reset). The goal of the note is to prevent NW from doing this. E///: we should then just say that NW should avoid this to prevent an RLC reset. Renesas: the final rlc state depends on NW behavior, in some cases it may be RLC reset or abnormal behavior. The note would prevent the abnormal cases.

=>
Postponed to the next meeting

R2-112108
Clarification of a UE behaviour when the value of â€œUse special value of HE fieldâ€� is changed from true to false without downlink RLC re-established
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F
wrong REL or WI?
REL-8
RANimp-L2DataRates

=>
Not treated

R2-112109
Accept RLC PDUs with special value HE field if it's supported
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.322

-
F
wrong REL or WI?
REL-9
RANimp-L2DataRates

-
No questions or comments.

=>
Not treated
R2-112110
Accept RLC PDUs with special value HE field if it's supported
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.322

-
A

REL-10
RANimp-L2DataRates

=>
Not treated
REL-7 RANimp-64QamDownlink (RAN1):

R2-112116
Clarification of UE requirements for high HS-DSCH categories
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-7
RANimp-64QamDownlink, MIMO-L23
=>
Not treated
R2-112117
Clarification of UE requirements for high HS-DSCH categories
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-8
RANimp-64QamDownlink, MIMO-L23, RANimp-DCHSDPA 
-
Need to consider different CRs for non-colliding issues

=>
Not treated
R2-112119
Clarification of UE requirements for high HS-DSCH categories
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
RANimp-64QamDownlink, MIMO-L23, RANimp-DCHSDPA, RANimp-DC_MIMO
-
Need to consider different CRs for non-colliding issues

=>
Not treated
R2-112113
Clarification of UE requirements for high HS-DSCH categories
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc





REL-7
RANimp-64QamDownlink, MIMO-L23, RANimp-DCHSDPA, RANimp-DC_MIMO, 4C_HSDPA-Core

-
Need to consider different CRs for non-colliding issues

-
ALU: why do we need a clarification in the spec to indicate how UE can reach peak rate. Renesas: NW configurations to reach peak rate aren’t optimized, with a spec change, that would be clarified. ALU: This isn’t a spec matter. HW: don’t think there is any dependency between both.

-
Renesas: can UE reach peak data rate without this config? HW: special HE field definitely isn’t needed. Renesas considers absence of he field will create tput degradation

-
HW: Don’t consider there is anything broken in rel’7/8/9. If we want to optimize, we can discuss for rel’11.

-
QC: This optimization can be considered from rel’9 onwards. Renesas: these are introduced from rel’7 however the use isn’t mandated hence peak tput isn’t garanteed.

-
E///: Would like to consider what happens if UE moves to a cell that doesn’t flex size, LI, or concatenation.

-
HW: no urgency to have this in this meeting, can discuss at the next meeting as well. Renesas: this is a rel’7 proposal.

-
Discuss offline the NW configuration for reach peak data rate: What features are mandated, what is UE behavior when moving to NW not supporting these features, from which release to mandate this. 

-
Offline discussion: some requirements can be introduced in a later release.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-112120
Clarification of UE requirements for high HS-DSCH categories
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
RANimp-64QamDownlink, MIMO-L23, RANimp-DCHSDPA, RANimp-DC_MIMO, 4C_HSDPA-Core

-
Need to consider different CRs for non-colliding issues
=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

REL-7 TEI7:

R2-112003
Clarification to the number of HARQ processes in HSDPA non-MIMO
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
TEI7

-
NSN: Is the intention of the CR to mandate NW to include nb of harq processes when moving from MIMO to non-MIMO? QC: This is indeed a consequence of the CR. NSN: it isn’t clear in the procedural text if UE will do it on its own or if NW has to configure it. QC: there is no text in RRC where UE sets the values on its own, it’s always configured by the NW. 

-
NSN: if the intention is to mandate the NW behavior, it’s more logical to have it in the tabular.

-
QC: it’s hard to write this in the tabular.

-
ALU: Can’t we keep the Note 1 instead of moving it? QC: by moving the note in the procedural text we made sure it would capture all cases.

-
NSN: Would prefer to keep note 1 and improve the wording. QC: the note isn’t sufficient because it may be that the entire HARQ info IE is absent but UE still need to know what to do.  Renesas: agree with NSN that note 1 can be kept and if we need to capture absence of harq info IE, we can modify 8.6.5.6b.

-
The group agrees with the behavior of the UE, discussion is how to capture this in the spec.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112421
R2-112421
Clarification to the number of HARQ processes in HSDPA non-MIMO
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
TEI7

-
“the” needs to be added.

-
Remove curly brackets in the noted 1.

-
E///: need more time to check the intention

-
HW: ok with intention, the sentence could be shortened. 

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting.
R2-112312
RRC connection release upon a CELL/URA_UPDATE reception
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-7
TEI7

-
Why rel’7?

-
Renesas: sentence should be kept. This may create issues on existing procedures.

-
NSN: in MDT, availability flag is sent in cell update, is there an impact on the expected NW behavior? That can be checked.

-
Renesas: is this a critical issue for rel’7? E///: the condition is only capturing a NW behavior in a particular case however there are other cases when connection release should be done, and for CU, NW shouldn’t be recommended to always release. HW agrees the CR is sensible for NW.

-
BRDCOM: this section is only listed potential options for the NW, all the cases can be chosen by the NW.

-
Renesas: agrees with the CR.

-
Need to check how this statement landed here. NSN can check. 

-
RIM: Need to be careful that we would be removing a rel’99 behavior. We would need to clarify that NW is anyways not expecting to behave as per the current statement

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-112313
RRC connection release upon a CELL/URA_UPDATE reception
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-8
TEI7

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-112314
RRC connection release upon a CELL/URA_UPDATE reception
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
TEI7

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-112317
RRC connection release upon a CELL/URA_UPDATE reception
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
TEI7

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
REL-8 RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates (RAN2):

REL-8 RInImp8-CsHspa (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-UplinkEnhState (RAN2):

R2-111997
Handling of Scheduling Information in E-TFC selection procedure for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle Mode
Intel Corporation
Disc
REL-8

RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
QC: the limitation comes from the fact that in this proposal the UE is limiting itself to the SG. Intel: but UE has to take into account the SG. QC: agree that for this case UE doesn’t know until the end of E-TFC selection whether SI fits but the limitation on tranmitting it or not comes only in case of max TBS.

-
ITD: Regardless of max tbs or SG limit, we need to define if we want to send the SI or not. ITD prefers to send it always to be consistent with the other cases.

-
QC: the max tbs/sg limit makes a difference in the CR. Intel: we already agreed on the max SG when this feature was introduced.

-
Brdcom agrees with ITD that SI should always be transmitted, even if it doesn’t fit in the TTI where the last data was sent. QC and Renesas agrees.

=>
We agree that when TEBS becomes zero, the SI will always be transmitted, either in the same TTI as the last data (if there is enough space) or in the next TTI (alone)

-
QC: we need to keep the same criteria as in cell-dch. Intel: in case of the implicit release, the text is saying the tx of SI is subject to SG limit. Renesas: agree with QC that is should be max-tbs but current text doesn’t capture this, it should be changed. E///: there is no concept of NS-grant for SI in cell-fach and if we introduce this it creates add’tl requriement on how NW is supposed to handle reception (need to provision). ITD: agree the concept doesn’t explicitly exist however this feature refers to mac sections which already assume that SI is added on top of SG. 

-
Offline discussion needed to discuss how to clarify the spec for this case: SI should be always transmitted; in the same or next TTI.

=>
Agreement: The decision on including in the current TTI or not will be based on SG value. In case it is transmitted in the next TTI, SI inclusion is irrespective on SG value.

=>
Noted
R2-111998
Further clarification of Scheduling Information reporting for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle Mode
Intel Corporation
CR
25.321

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112450
R2-112450
Further clarification of Scheduling Information reporting for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH state and Idle Mode
Intel Corporation
CR
25.321

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Renesas: CR not needed. Intel: the triggering was already garanteed, however the transmission wasn’t ensured. Renesas: spec is already clear on this part. Intel: this wasn’t the case for cell-fach state. Renesas: need to think about how to capture.

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-112015
Correction to SIB5 5bis and SIB6 handle for Enhanced Uplink
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Renesas: agree with principle of CR however pseudo code has issues. The 3 added conditions should be replaced by an “else”. That also applies to the next section.

-
NSN: need more time to review.

-
ITD: why is the text about UE being in cell-pch removed? The reason for change don’t match the CR because the condition of C/H/U-RNTI is still listed in 8.5.47. The reasons for change need to be updated

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112422
R2-112422
Correction to SIB5 5bis and SIB6 handle for Enhanced Uplink
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
ITD: if UE is in cell-pch with new text, he has to apply legacy rach procedures. HW: this UE will activate common e-dch. ITD: however text says UE will do both, that’s confusing.

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-112016
Correction to SIB5 5bis and SIB6 handle for Enhanced Uplink
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Why is the shadow submitted?

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112023
Correction to SIB5 5bis and SIB6 handle for Enhanced Uplink
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Why is the shadow submitted?

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112043
Dicussion on UE behavior of state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
25.331




REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Not available, status? Late submission.

-
Renesas: current spec doesn’t mandate UE to send MR before sending UL data. Where is this requirement? UE shouldn’t have to guarantee the msg order. HW understood this from the fact that UE has to perform MR. This doesn’t mean UE has to guarantee msg order.

-
HW: in case there is no order guarantee, what is the need of sending the MR? Renesas: MR is used for DL power setting so RNC still needs to receive it however the msg order isn’t required. HW would want to have the MR as soon as possible to set the DL power. ITD: the MR isn’t a critical msg, and in case of setting up HS-DPCCH then it isn’t needed. HW agrees in some cases it’s less needed however there are cases where it’s more useful.

-
QC: agree there is no requirement on the order. In 8.4.2.2 it already says the procedure ends as the MR has been sent.

=>
Noted

R2-112045
Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Companies need to have explicit ack from co-signers. Renesas doesn’t agree with this CR.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112423
R2-112423
Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=> The CR is agreed in principle
R2-112046
Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Why is the shadow submitted? (no need to submit real shadow CRs to bis meeting)
-
Is a real shadow CR.
=>
Withdrawn
R2-112047
Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Why is the shadow submitted? (no need to submit real shadow CRs to bis meeting)
-
Is a real shadow CR.

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112146
Correction to the HS-SCCH system info for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Typo in WI? Should it be RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD instead?

-
TD-Tech: supports the CR.

=>
 With the change of WI code, the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112433
R2-112147
Correction to the HS-SCCH system info for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
 With the change of WI code to RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112434
R2-112148
Correction to the HS-SCCH system info for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
 With the change of WI code to RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112435
REL-8 RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD (RAN2): 

R2-111881
Modification on Measurement Occasion of HS-DSCH reception in CELL_FACH state (1.28Mcps TDD only)
CATT
CR
25.308

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD

-
TD-Tech: need feedback from UE vendors, this needs to be discussed further offline. Because that would impact UE vendors. This could also be left for UE implementation.

-
CATT: this is only an alignment with stage 3 spec. the stage 3 is already clear.

=>
We can take this as a working assumption, concerns can be voiced at the next meeting

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-111885
Modification on Measurement Occasion of HS-DSCH reception in CELL_FACH state (1.28Mcps TDD only)
CATT
CR
25.308

-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-111894
Modification on Measurement Occasion of HS-DSCH reception in CELL_FACH state (1.28Mcps TDD only)
CATT
CR
25.308

-
A

REL-10
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
The CR is agreed in principle

REL-8 HNB-supp (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-DCHSDPA (RAN1):

R2-112087
Clearance of the stored frequency info for measure without CM(R8)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA

-
QC: this is not inline with legacy procedures as explained during the email discussion. Legacy text already explains how inter-freq meas with and wo CM, with this CR we also need to see how this legacy text is impacted. HW doesn’t think there is any link between both procedural texts, NW should make sure the config 

-
QC: in case of HHO, there is a collision with the new procedure. NSN: why is there a collision? In case of HHO, the measurements are stopped. QC: what if the same meas ID is sent, now UE has cleared the adjacent freq info… no decision has been done on that. HW considers in case of HHO the measurments should be started fresh. E///: UE should cear the variable in this case.

-
We agree that in case of HHO, UE will clear the variable and NW will have to restart the measurements. Renesas: agree with HW there is no impact on legacy procedures. This CR will force NW to provide new measurements.

-
The rel’9 and 10 shadows are cat F because additional colliding corrections are added.

-
QC: on second change, that should be captured in the HHO section. HW: freq change for secondary carrier isn’t a HHO.

-
QC: What is meant by “terminate the associated inter-frequency measurement” ? HW: intention is simialr to HHO, the same text can be used. Renesas: this expression is used in 8.2.11.2.  BRDCOM: terminate and stop doesn’t mean the same thing. HW’s intention is to stop.

-
HW: Intention: UE should stop the measurement and clear the variable to ensure that NW has to send the adjacent freq info again. UE would also keep the measurement config.

-
HW: QC would like to see a discussion paper to show the scenarios so it can be discussed online. This will be submitted at the next meeting

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-112088
Clearance of the stored frequency info for measure without CM(R9)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F
wrong REL or WI?
REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
=>
Not treated

R2-112089
Clearance of the stored frequency info for measure without CM(R10)
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
RANimp-DC_HSDPA, RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA, 4C_HSDPA-Core

-
moved from AI 9.2

=>
Not treated

R2-112096
Secondary carrier activation status
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-8

RANimp-DCHSDPA

-
Which release should we start from? Ideally rel’8 but realize that won’t be acceptable to a UE vendor

=>
Noted
R2-112322
Activation status of the downlink secondary HS-DSCH cell(s) after a RRC Reconfiguration
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-8

RANimp-DCHSDPA

-
ALU: why is there a problem in case of enh. SSC?  In this case the UE only stores the config in the pre-config, there is nothing to activate. E///: need to be sure that UE won’t act on this new IE.. it is a new config. 

-
Open issues:


-
What to do with rel’8? 



-
Leave rel’8 UE behavior open for both continue and new config cases (UE may or may not remember orders) but ensure NW has a mean to disable orders for this release.


-
Intel: why continue case? It should be for new config. QC: it should be for both cases (continue and new config).


-
Renesas: The ambiguity is for continue only.


-
We agree that for release 8 only UE behavior open for both continue and new config cases (UE may or may not remember orders) but ensure NW has a mean to disable orders for this release.

-
ITD: What is the issue if UE activates? Not only would UE loose battery, the HS-DPCCH coding is changed so the CQI won’t be reliable anymore.

-
Intel: should the disabling be for a UE or for a release? Intention is to make this per release.

-
Draft LS to RAN3 can be seen in R2-112424 -
For rel’9 onwards:


-
The UE shall remember the activation status of the downlink secondary serving HS-DSCH cells if the reconfiguration (in case of ‘continue’) does not result in a serving cell change. This agreement applies to DC, DB-DC, 4C and 8C.

-
For new config, HW, ALU and NSN consider that UE shouldn’t remember the orders. E///: what is the reason for this? NSN: there is no crosslayer breaking because RAN1 cannot take it’s decisions in isolation from RAN2 specs. ALU: in case of new config, the main difference is NB is aware of the transaction with the UE, the case of new config is a corner case.

-
E///: We could also ask RAN1 directly about this case. NSN: what would be the question to RAN1, the decision is in RAN2. E///: the point would be to ask them what was to happen in this case.

-
HW: the reason for forgetting would be to keep consistency with CPC. QC: there is a difference between CPC and turning on a new rx chain

-
Ericsson: Offline discussion on what to do in case of new config from rel’9 onwards. An LS is sent to RAN3 and further offline discussion needed for the open case

=>
Noted
REL-8 RANimp-LCRCPC (RAN1):

REL-8 RANimp-DRX (RAN2):

R2-112132
Corrections to T321 and enhanced UE DRX operation upon transition to CELL_FACH state
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DRX
-
HW: how can the timer be synchronized between NB and UE? In case UE uses R99 procedure the UE won’t be known at the NW. QC: what is the issue in this case? The UE will only be listening more than needed.

-
Renesas: In case of common e-dch, UE will anyways stop the timer as per the first condition.

-
HW: what is meant by “reconfiguration in cell-fach”? QC: that could cover the case UE is already in cell-fach.

-
QC: need to think of other way to make sure UE can start by listening, even for R99 procedure. ITD: NW simply has to set DRX Interruption by HS-DSCH data to true.

-
E///: the intention is for UE to be able to receive data right when transitioning in to cell-fach.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112451
R2-112451
Corrections to T321 and enhanced UE DRX operation upon transition to CELL_FACH state
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8

RANimp-DRX
-
E///: how do we ensure the timers are in sync in case of reception of data. Renesas: same question as e///. It is currently not clear in the spec. HW: it comes at frame boundary, it’s very clear for NB and UE. No issue.

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

REL-8 RANimp-HSPAVoIP (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-ANSS (RAN2):

REL-8 RANimp-HSDSCH (RAN2):

REL-8 MBSFN-DOB (RAN1):

REL-8 RANimp-MIMOLCR (RAN1):
REL-8 ETWS (SA1):

REL-8 PPACR (SA1):
LTE related UTRA CRs:

R2-112051
Clarification on the cell individual offset of E-UTRA measurement R8
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN: Is it really needed, this is a common understanding. Renesas; agree that if the parameter isn’t set, UE should assume it’s zero.

-
Intention is agreed but spec is clear.

=>
The CR is not agreed
R2-112052
Clarification on the cell individual offset of E-UTRA measurement R9
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
Not treated
R2-112053
Clarification on the cell individual offset of E-UTRA measurement R10
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
LTE-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
Not treated
R2-112054
Discussion on E-UTRAN cell detection
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
25.331
REL-8

LTE-L23

-
NSN: what does “per UE” mean? HW: same as “across behavior”.  NSN: Preference would be make it per frequency and fix it in the SIBs, but then we need to see what to do with the dedicated signaling

-
TIM: original intention was to have the same behavior between common and dedicated signaling and not to have a behavior per frequency.

-
HW: agree with TIM on intention. DCM agrees with TIM.

-
Agree to not change the signaling and have the detection across freqs.

=>
Noted

R2-112055
Corrections to detection of E-UTRA cell
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Remove curly brackets

-
NSN: there should be a tab after the note. 

-
E///: Why are we restricting the NW signaling instead of the variables. Renesas: UE variable has only one value. E///: there may be better options.

-
Offline discussion: better to update the UE variables.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112452
R2-112452
Corrections to detection of E-UTRA cell
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Panasonic: why do we now not enforce the NW config? HW: there may be a case where UE gets different values from different operators on different frequencies. Renesas: this sounds like an enhancement on top of the original proposal to have a simple flag.

-
E///: in case of UTRA shared by 2 LTE operators, there may be 2 values that need to be stored. 

-
NSN: didn’t get time to check. Need to delay the agreement. QC agrees.

-
DCM: This is an enhancement, it cannot be rel’8, only 9 or 10.

=> The CR is postponed
R2-112056
Corrections to detection of E-UTRA cell
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted?

=>
Withdrawn
R2-112057
Corrections to detection of E-UTRA cell
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
LTE-L23

-
Why is the shadow submitted?
=>
Withdrawn
REL-8 TEI8:

R2-111844
Correction to signalling of multiple PLMNs in SIB18
Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

=>
Withdrawn, the network will anyways only use one of the list.

R2-111980
Conditionaly mandate the support of test loop mode 4 for the UEs supporting UTRA only
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
34.109

-
B

REL-8
TEI8

-
TIM, ATT and VDF also support this CR.

-
BRDCOM: it’s very late to make this mandatory for rel’8, this would essentially disable the feature for rel’8.

-
ATT: This needs to be done.

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-111999
Corrections to the Default configuration for CELL_FACH handling
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

-
NSN: agree with proposal 1, would like to clarify the proposal 2 in the CR.

-
Panasonic: What happens if the UE has already stored the config? Intel: In this case the UE doesn’t have to store anything. Panasonic: but then what should UE do? NSN: is this about rlc-infochoice or a more general question? Panasonic: it’s more general. NSN: offline discussion would be needed to define how UE applies this config.

-
Renesas: agree we need to clarify the cases but don’t agree with the proposed solution. In case NW provides explicit rlc config, why should it be overwritten by dflt? Intel: intention is the opposite.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112425
R2-112425
Corrections to the Default configuration for CELL_FACH handling
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

-
More time needed. Renesas: this is adding a new requirement to the UE. 

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-112278
Handover to HSPA with default configuration
Panasonic
Disc
REL-8

TEI8

-
Intel: fine with the proposal. CRs submitted inline with this.

=>
Noted
R2-112002
Fast Dormancy Timer upon RRC connection release
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

-
ALU: is the clarification needed? This timer is only needed in connected mode. Are there other timers which are stopped when leaving connected mode? Panasonic: the timer should be kept even in idle. RIM: same understanding as Panasonic, stopping it would prevent the inhibition. QC: When UE sends SCRI, it’s up to NW where to send the UE. It should be the case the NW sends the UE to connected mode states. RIM: idle is a battery efficient state, UE should keep the inhibit behavior. Renesas had the same understanding as RIM. 

-
E///: agree with the intention but the way this timer was introduced makes it a connected mode timer. It shouldn’t apply in idle.

-
NSN: agree with E///, that timer is for connected mode

-
DCM: agrees with RIM’s interpretation, the timer should be kept.

-
RIM: the original behavior was to protect the NWs even when UE goes to idle.

-
QC: the intention of the CR is to allow UE that has been sent to Idle to come back to connected state and send SCRI right away. TIM: agree with RIM that intention of the feature is to limit the nb of SCRIs.

-
RIM: even intention of the CR won’t help UE much, running the timer in idle won’t gain much.  QC: intention is not about running a timer in idle, it’s about enabling UE to send SCRI immediately when connected.

-
There are already UEs in the field with this feature. TIM: that’s not a reason for not finding a solution.

-
DT: No strong reason why we should differentiate between UE setting up a call (and not starting SCRI) and UE being sent to Idle due to SCRI.

-
Need to check what the original intention was.

-
DT: If there is a signaling load issue, the NW wouldn’t send the UE to idle mode. Need to understand why we would need to restrict the UEs in idle mode. Renesas: A UE in PCH may still send SCRI. QC: UE would send the SCRI once. RIM: PCH is now more available, that CR wouldn’t create a big issue but that wasn’t the original intention.-
DT: this timer is a connected mode timer, do we keep those in idle? No. DCM: rel’8 is already deployed, that’s too late. Need to discuss which version would be impacted. 

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-112195
Fast Dormancy correction for releasing radio bearers
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

-
RIM: supports the CR

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-112103
Missing parameters in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

-
BDRCOM: this HSPA info IE is also present in RRC cnctn setup. Intel: but in this message it’s correct.

-
Renesas: This IE is dummy in rel’8 but re-introduced in rel’10? No, in rel’10 a corrected IE will be introduced. Then the IE could be removed from tabular for rel’8. NSN: then which rel’ would apply for rel’10?

-
BRDCOM: better to remove the IE because it’s used again in rel’10. 

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112426
R2-112426
Missing parameters in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-8
TEI8

-
panasonic: we could also keep the IE in the tabular, since it’s kept in ASN.1. Renesas: don’t prefer this solution; makes more sense to remove.

-
Need to clarify: in which release we want to fix this? We need to check if there is a use case at all for this feature.

-
Intel: We need to make a decision soon. This is impacting implementations. 

=> The CR is postponed

R2-112104
Missing parameters in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
TEI8

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112427
R2-112427
Missing parameters in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-9
TEI8

=> The CR is postponed

R2-112105
Missing parameters in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI8

-
Panasonic: even for rel’10, we don’t have a dflt config with data bearers, the srb only isn’t sufficient. BRDCOM: SRB-only HO in CS domain is still valid hence could be used.

-
Renesas: with the tabular correction there is now a discrepancy between what the ASN.1 could send and what the tabular shows. That could be adressed by saying this field applies to rel’10 only.

-
Renesas: there are alternatives to correct the UL DPCH Info. The missing IEs can be signaled separately, or a new dflt config could be added.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112428
R2-112428
Missing parameters in HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI8

=>
The CR is postponed
REL-9 RANimp-DC_MIMO (RAN1):

REL-9 RANimp-DC_HSUPA (RAN1):

R2-112318
Measurement ID extension
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Renesas Electronics Europe, Nokia Siemens Networks, InterDigital
CR
25.331

-
B

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-
Treat with R2-112152
-
Principle agreement : Companies agree that we can link this feature to DC-HSUPA for release 9

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-112320
Measurement ID extension
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Renesas Electronics Europe, Nokia Siemens Networks, InterDigital
CR
25.331

-
B
CR to REL-9 WI only proposed for REL-10
REL-10
RANimp-DC_HSUPA, TEI10
-
QC: Don’t agree to make this mandatory for rel’10, plenary decided otherwise.

-
E///: No recollection of plenary discussion discussing this feature to not be mandatory for rel’10. Chairman: the goal of the plenary was to discuss rel10 mandatory/optional features.  At WG, if there is strong interest a CR could be technically endorsed.

-
QC: We don’t question LSs from plenary, this has been seen by every companies present. 

-
NSN: What would be the alternative? Make it optional or mandatory if linked to other features. QC: that could be another alternative, first preference is to make it dependant on the discussed set of features, second preference is to have a capability bit.

-
QC: Why is the rel’10 extension defined in addition to the rel’9. Given that it’s a DL message there is no need to redefine the IE.

-
Renesas: That is the regular way for DL, we introduce it in the frozen release as NCE and in the new release’s critical extension.

-
Companies can discuss offline how to capture this in ASN.1 

=>
The CR will be postponed to the next meeting
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2 (RAN2):

R2-112150
Reporting of CSG VAS cell in case of CSG Inter-frequency Measurements
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-9

EHNB-RAN2
-
Renesas: agree with the behavior but it should already be clear from 14.11, it’s already specified there which cells are considered for the measurment. QC: But it’s not clear for the report.

-
ALU: Should it be an “or” or an “and”? QC: fine with an or.

-
HW: agree with Renesas that it’s already clear in the spec.

-
QC: after further offline discussion, clarification is agreeable to companies

=>
With the change of "and" to "or" (to be included in the resubmission to RAN2 #74), the CR is agreed in principle
REL-9 RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO (RAN1):

REL-9 RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA (RAN4):

R2-112126
Applicability of Compressed Mode in Dual Band Devices
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-9
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
=>
Not available, status? Late

-
Renesas: is there any dependency between the CM-less measurement and this proposal (applicability of CM in DB devices)

-
QC: both can be treated as separate features.

-
NSN: in 4.1.1-2, if the measurement is configured on f2, would it impact existing requirements? QC: there should be no impact on existing features, this is proposed for rel’10 4C UEs. 

-
In 4.1.1-3 there is a difference because the receiver is retuned. If it’s not too complex then it would be simpler to assume that UE can treat it as 4.1.1-2. QC: issue with retuning is that it impacts UE performance.

-
ALU: in 3.1.3-1 why do you need CM on f1 and f2? That had been discussed and the preference among companies was to apply CM on both.

-
NSN: there are similar papers from HW and NSN/Samsung on the same subject, all papers could be treated so a decision can be taken

-
when rel’10 discussion is taken.

•
For the measurements beyond currently configured bands (i.e., the band(s) that the currently configured frequenc(ies) belong to), the CM is applied on all the configured carriers, except the case of the measurements on the frequency with optional searcher.


-
NSN: that rule is common understanding among offline proponents


-
E///: need more time to check. 

•
For dual band case, it is assumed that RF tuning on one band does not affect the other band. Therefore, the CM can be applied per band in principle.


-
NSN: that rule is common understanding among offline proponents

•
When the measurement requires a RF re-tuning involving the configured frequenc(ies) for that band, the CM is applied on all the configured carriers on that band (e.g., Scenario 3.2.1-1).


-
NSN: technically fine but requires further checking.

•
When the measurement can be made without RF re-tuning involving the configured frequenc(ies) for that band, the CM doesn’t need to be applied on that band (e.g., Scenario 3.1.1-2 and 3.2.1-2).


-
NSN: technically fine but requires further checking.

•
When the primary uplink is interrupted due to the CM, the CM is applied on all the configured carriers.


-
NSN: Need further checking however it seems that rule would be common among offline proponents


-
HW: The scheduler could stop scheduling on secondary carrier and then CM would apply to primary carrier only.


-
Renesas: with HW’s option there would be some tput impact on secondary cell. Simpler to instead apply CM to primary/secondary carriers to ensure there is no possibility that scheudler never schedules data 

-
Renesas agrees with all 5 proposals.

-
HW: should we assume UE support db-CM capabilitY? QC proposal was to de-couple the capabilities

=>
Supporting companies are invited to work together towards a CR on these proposals (or a subset) for the next meeting.

REL-9 TEI9:
R2-112140
Correction to the CELL_DCH measurement occasion for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-9
TEI9

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-112141
Correction to the CELL_DCH measurement occasion for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
A

REL-10
TEI9

-
Why is the shadow submitted?

-
This CR is a real shadow, the rel’10 branch has been corrected in the ASN.1 review input.

=>
Agreed in principle if this is confirmed during ASN.1 review. This is confirmed during ASN.1 review.
R2-112152
Measurement ID extension and CSG CELL_DCH mobility
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-9
TEI9

-
Treat with R2-112318
-
E///: what is QC’s intention to add dependencies to other features, that would make this feature mandatory in rel’9 which isn’t the decision from the plenary. QC: intention is not to add more features. NSN: concern that if there are other feature that need this then it will end up mandatory.

-
ALU: what is the intention wrt the 3 different flavors of CSG capabilities? QC: any one of those. ALU: it would be useful for UE to support this for CSG. 

-
E///: not possible to get this feature implemented if it’s not linked other features. We should stick to ran plenary decision to not make this feature mandatory

-
HW agrees that it would be useful to extend this to CSG.

-
Principle agreement: The Measurement ID extension feature should also be linked to the Rel-9 features Neighbour Cell SI acquisition and CSG proximity, for the intra-frequency, inter-frequency, E-UTRAN cases.
-
These principle agreements will need to be revised if many more features are added.

-
E///: this proposal has been seen only in this meeting proposed by one company. The proposal cannot be at the same level as the DC-HSUPA linkage.

-
NSN: since this feature may be needed for other features in rel’10, it would be better to directly capture this feature as mandatory in rel’10.

-
QC: an alternative is to have a rel’9 flag and add the dependencies there.

=>
Noted
Other:

R2-112258
Clarification of CMAS requirements
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc
REL-9

PWS

wrong WI?
-
RIM: are there consequences with receiving both procedures at the same time? Or if UE is doing a rach access at the same time. Renesas: There shouldn’t be a problem for UE to receive messages at the same time. Also PICH isn’t always targeted to the UE but UE reception of CMAS shouldn’t be impacted. QC: Colliding with one person isn’t sufficient to measure the pich, 2 flags are checked so UE would need to collide randomly and changing with 2 other UEs. 

-
QC: 22.268 section 6.1 defines CMAS requirements which say CBS functionality shouldn’t impacted by CMAS. SA1 would need to modify these requirments. 

-
E///: Agree with Renesas that UE should be able to receive both msgs at the same time. Panasonic:if the issue is urgency then ETWS method should be used instead of CMAS. CMAS requirement is different from ETWS. ATT: agree with Renesas that both should be received at the same time.

-
DCM: Is then intention that UE in CELL_DCH can also receive BMC message? That isn’t the intention, it’s already clear that CELL_DCH UE cannot receive CTCH. UEs in a call would not be able to get this message

-
Intel: agree with the proposal from rel’9. 

-
VDF: the SA1 requirement wouldn’t apply to RAN. Also support the proposal.

-
BRDCOM: this is a new requirement. It cannot be a cat F CR. 

-
QC: no agreement that this should be added.

-
What about the RAN5 LS: 


-
Intel: the question from RAN5 is independent from this proposal and we can answer according to the existing specs. QC agrees. 


-
Renesas: if we agree on this rel’9 topic we could inform RAN5 as it can impact the applicability.


-
QC will show a draft.

=>
The discussion needs to continue until the next meeting. 
R2-112259
Clarification of requirements for CMAS capable UEs
Renesas Electronics Europe, AT&T
CR
25.304

-
F
wrong WI?
REL-9
PWS

-
BRDCOM: the category and reason for change need to clearly indicate this is a new requriement. Category needs to be C.

=>
The CRs is postponed to the next meeting
R2-112260
Clarification of requirements for CMAS capable UEs
Renesas Electronics Europe, AT&T
CR
25.304

-
A
wrong WI?
REL-10
PWS

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
9
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9.1
WI: LCR TDD MC-HSUPA (RP-090990)

(TDD_MC_HSUPA; leading WG: RAN1, started: Sep. 09, closed: Dec. 10, WID: RP-090990)

No contributions.
9.2
WI: 4C-HSDPA (RP-100991)
(4C_HSDPA-Core; leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-100991)

Signaling support for non-adjacent aggregation within a band

R2-111820
Consideration on non-adjacent aggregation capability signalling for multi-carriers HSDPA
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
E///: Is the proposal 1 true today for 4C-HSDPA? It depends on if the hole comes from config or deactivation. If config then it’s not mandatory, if deact then it’s mandatory.

=>
Noted
R2-111821
Support for intra-band non-adjacent aggregation in 4C-HSDPA
ZTE
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

=>
withdrawn

R2-112124
Support for non-adjacent carrier operation in MC-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
ALU: why a bitmap to indicate gaps? If UE supports 10 it should be able to support 5. QC: Not clear that a 10MHz support implies a 5MHz support.

-
ALU: Title of examples are wrong. Correct.

-
ALU: why use greater than 10? 

-
NSN: didn’t we agree that supporting 10MHz hole means support for 5? Does that mean 10 support doesn’t mean support of 5? QC: That’s indeed the proposal, QC checked and agrees 10 support means 5 support. NSN: this was discussed and agreed. QC confirms the NSN’s understanding.

-
HW: why does >20 mean dual receiver?QC: That’s the assumption for 4C-HSDPA

-
HW: with this limit we can’t handle >20MHz receivers.

-
E///: Why are we talking about dual band? The WI is “per band”. QC: No new signaling is proposed, only a new rule that could be addressed in the course of the WI. Renesas: dual band operation creates new concern, it assumes >2 receivers. QC: We are not discussing the WI scope.

-
Renesas: Does absent mean UE can support 10MHz anyways? Better is to say <15MHz. QC: The assumption for the signaling here is UE is at least DC. Renesas: then saying <15MHz is better. That can be solved later.

-
DT: Is the capability per band? Yes.

-
Renesas: Signaling won’t support dual receiver capability. For example a UE with 15+5MHz receivers. Signaling needs to be flexible enough to cover this possibility. QC: assumed that UE receivers would not be of different bw. NSN: agree with Renesas that receivers should be able to be different.

-
ALU: Do we support 2 gaps? Not the scope of this discussion. 

=>
Support of non-adjacent aggregation on >1 band is out of the scope of this discussion.
-
E///: why do we need to distinguish between 5 and 10 MHz gaps? Because the design/requirements may be different. E///: we don’t know yet if the design will be different. QC: Don’t know if RAN4 requirements will be different or not. The products will be different. E///: it shouldn’t be problematic for a UE able to do 5 to also do 10. Can’t it be sufficient for UE to just say it’s capable of handling a hole. Renesas: don’t see point of 5 or 10 capability however we need to be flexible in signaling. NSN: agree with Renesas and QC that we need to be flexible.

-
QC: offline discussions generated 2 directions:


-
Agreement: signaling of non-adjacent capability is sent per band for single band operation.


2 alternatives: 


-
1 bit to signal all non-adjacent possibilities


-
additional signaling required to provide more details on UE capabilities

-
DT: with only 1 bit signaled, what is provided to the operator? What is provided wouldn’t allow the operator to get the most out of the UE. E///: Operators will be able to have all flexibility because UEs will lhave to support everything. NSN: with 1 bit, the choice for UE support is extremely limited. TIM: a 1 bit approach is not in line with what UEs practically can do, and also what RAN4 can study in a practical time limit. Orange: agree with TIM that 1 bit seems simple but not practical.

-
QC: can we rule out the 1 bit proposal? E///: no. Renesas: not ready to rule out this proposal now. ALU: need to consider this proposal more. TIM: we need to work on a practical solution, we could have an email discussion.

=>
Noted

R2-112125
Support for non-adjacent carrier operation in MC-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

not treated

R2-112245
Support for non-adjacent carriers in 4C-HSDPA
Telecom Italia
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

=>
Withdrawn

R2-112253
Support for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA operation
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc





REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
QC: in the per band combination, how to understand the rx bw combination and gap combination on top of the per band combination? Why would receiver A be different in A+B combination and A+C combination? Example 3 is the reference. QC: per-band-combination signaling is needed to support his example. Renesas:  we need per-band capability for 4 rx UEs. Chairman: WI scope excludes >2 receivers. E///: agree that we shouldn’t be 

-
Renesas: agree with QC we don’t need per band combination gap/rx capablity but we still need per band rx combinations.

-
HW: why should max rx bw be 20MHz? Is that a common understanding? DT: RAN4  has this limitation however if we’re talking about fwd compatible then maybe we need to consider bigger receivers.

-
TIM: What is the difference between this proposal and QC’s in terms of signaling? The biggest difference is the signaling of the per-band-combination capability

-
E///: agree we shouldn’t limit the receiver to 20MHz.

-
Signaling proposal summary:

1. Signal non adjacent support in a single flag per band

2. Gap and BW Capability needs to be per band

3. Non Contiguous carrier combinations (1+1, 1+2, 1+3, 2+2)

4. Capability needed for >20MHz receiver. FFS what is the value

5. Gap/receiver capability per band combination ?

-
E///: for rel’10 LTE has decided to support  60MHz receivers

-
TIM: we should focus on 1,2,3. 4 and 5 need more internal discussions

-
We need to restrict ourselves to the non-adjacent aggregation WI description and the RAN plenary LS.

-
Companies to discuss offline and propose signaling options between the different  (combinable) signaling proposals. QC to handle the offline discussion.

-
Renesas: is the assumption that UE supports at the minimum 4C-HSDPA? Yes.

=>
Noted

Others

R2-112000
Clarification to 4C-HSDPA band combination signaling
Intel Corporation
Disc





REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
QC: No new numbers are needed for 4C. The DC band combinations are used and then the bw combination is indicated. HW and renessas agree with QC.

-
There is no mis-alignment.

=>
Noted

R2-112101
Removal of open issues related to 4C-HSDPA
Intel Corporation
CR
25.308

-
F

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
HW: propose to keep “state machine” instead of “operation and status”.

-
E///: need to check if “operation and status” is already used. HW: DC text uses “DRX status”. 

-
We can keep it consistent with DC

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112437
R2-112437
Removal of open issues related to 4C-HSDPA
Intel Corporation
CR
25.308

-
F

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-112130
Alternative Dual Band Signalling for Rel-10
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
ZTE: this scheme needs more bits than the current scheme for 4C in rel’10. That is pointed out in the presentation. 

=>
Noted
R2-112131
Alternative Dual Band Signalling for Rel-10
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

not treated

R2-112238
Band/carrier combination signaling for 4C-HSDPA and 8C-HSDPA
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc





REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
QC: why is the swappable bit moved out? Because it applies across band combinations. NSN: there are 1 bit per band, more visible from ASN.1. QC: not everything can be signaled with this proposal. For example how to signal 4+2 and 2+3 ? 2 different combinations need to be signaled, 6 max carriers are signaled, and signal only 4 and 3. But that doesn’t work. Then 2 different pairs need to be signaled, 12 bits + 1 extra bit. In other cases however it will save bits, most scenarios that have been proposed are rather simple.

-
QC: how is the swappable band flag mapped to the band combination in case the band combination is repeated. NSN: the asn.1 in the document is missing a list of list.

=>
Noted
R2-112086
Introduction of band specific compressed mode
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
Discuss with R2-112204
-
Similar principle as what is proposed by NSN.

-
QC: What info is the NW using to come up with the list of unaffected frequencies?

-
If use is configured in band A+B but need to measure another freq in bandB. Then all freq in band A should be listed as unaffected.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting

9.3
WI: RF pattern matching in UMTS (RP-091427)
(LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core; leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-091427)

No contributions.
9.4
WI: Minimisation of Drive Test (RP-100360)
(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100360)
R2-111847
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

=>
Revised in R2-112414
R2-112414
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

-
E///: the name of TCE-id can be aligned with LTE, it can be changed to TCE-Identity

-
NSN: During ASN.1 review, the traceid items have been grouped. Might be simpler to have all the trace related elements in a separate IE.

-
E///: need to think about how to capture the collision with ASN.1

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112438
R2-112438
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

-
LTE has agreed to change the naming to align to UMTS so we’re again out of sync. We can re-align with them

-
Need to capture the asn.1 merge proposal in the other comments.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112444
R2-112444
TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO, INC
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

-
Last sentence of other comments needs to be changed to “The Name of the tabular must be decided”
=>
With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112457
R2-112301
Correction of log availability reporting
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
37.320

-
F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core

-
Typo in text; should be “measurement report”.

-
Renesas: the term “seamless transition to cell-fach” can be changed to “state transition to cell-fach wo cell update”.

-
No other spec is impacted.

-
ne->not

-
ZTE: is it possible for UE to indicate availability in cell-fach? As opposed to the transition. Not possible.

-
E///: comma is missing between CE and URAU

=>
With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112439
9.5
WI: ANR for UTRA (RP-100688)
(ANR_UTRAN-Core, leading WG: RAN3, started: June 10, target: June 11, WID: RP-100688)

=> Including email progress report on [73#45] UMTS: Introduction of UTRAN Automatic Neighbor Relation [Huawei]

General:

-
DT: Should we have an email discussion for open issues? If yes, scope needs to include when UE would start ANR measurements and how to capture this in RAN2 specs.
-
HW: an email discussion can be organized to:
-
Review the CRs

-
Review list of open issues with suggestions on how to solve them
-
NSN: CR would need to be provided with ASN.1 asap.
-
Agreed open issues can be captured in the CR but need to be clearly highlighted
R2-111985
Logging Threshold Criteria for ANR in UMTS
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc





REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
ZTE: no need to worry about ping-pong for ANR. ALU: may still need an hysteresis to make sure cell is at the right level for a good amount of time. Renesas: same view as ZTE. ALU: If no hysteresis, for how long will UE check the cell before logging? NSN: we shouldn’t specify too much this part, there are already requirements for UEs to make non-duplicated logs.

-
E///: don’t see big need for hysteresis, but in this case should the same or a new value be considered? ALU: by dflt we could use a new one, we could also specify a hard coded value.

=>
Noted
R2-112027
CR to 25.304 on Introduction of UTRAN Automatic Neighbor Relation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.304

-
B

REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
HW: this CR is based on current understanding of agreement on threshold however further discussion on this subject happened during the email discussion and will impact the CR.

-
Chairman: why are the logging rules in 304? For MDT it’s in 331. 

-
NSN: for the CR, it’s better to copy-paste the last section of the spec to help the implementer.

-
Renesas: the conditions for logging would belong more to the measurement sections (5.x.2.1/5.x.2.2). AGREED

-
DT: in the stage 2 for ANR we list 2 thresholds, not only 1. Also for the case of falling back to legacy reselection rules, there are 2 thresholds. HW: in the last meeting we agreed that we have only 1 threshold and during email agreement it was discussed what to do if the threshold isn’t present. Renesas: we did have 2 thresholds, the suitability criteria and the absolute threshold. We shouldn’t link the threshold with the reselection criteria. NSN: we shouldn’t make the rules too complex, no need to link too much to reselection criteria. 

-
ZTE: both thresholds are needed and it’s up to NW to decide which to use. TBD

-
E///: no need to put too many details on which thresholds need to be used by the UE. The details can be captured in 331. Only need to say UE will log detected cells if they meet the suitability and/or ab threshold criteria (see 331).  TBD

-
ALU: intra-utran isn’t used elsewhere. No need to say it’s intra-UTRAN. AGREED

-
NSN: we don’t use feature names in stage 3 specs. E.g. “Detected cell logging”. TBD

-
ALU: why do we also log the utra cell in case of anr? To give the source and target.

-
QC: why are the configured frequencies deleted? Not agreed at the last meeting.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-112030
CR to 25.331 on Introduction of UTRAN Automatic Neighbor Relation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
B

REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112440
R2-112440
CR to 25.331 on Introduction of UTRAN Automatic Neighbor Relation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331

-
B

REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
NSN: MDT collision in 8.5.63.3: we shouldn’t change the MDT procedure. Which ASN.1 is it? Not the latest version, will have to be updated.

-
Renesas: need time to review the further changes. 

-
DT: We haven’t agreed to send the message over SRBs other than 4. This sentence in 6.3 wasn’t agreed at all.

-
ZTE: availability info isn’t in utran mobility info, HO2UTRAN cmd for stage 2. We should stick to ANR agreements. Not MDT’s.

-
Chairman: CR should only capture agreements. There was no agreement for freq/uarfcn info.

-
Renesas: second change in 8.4.2.2 applies to all cases. That’s not an agreement yet, it could be added if we decide so.

-
ZTE: in 10.3.7.y the last 2 indicators have not been agreed yet (they are noted FFS). There would be a 304 impact. We agree to configure separately intra-rat, inter-rat gsm, inter-rat eutra.
-
E///: those indicators would need to be in UE variables as well (for UE to check before logging).

-
NSN: 8.5.66 is for MDT, for ANR we should have a separate procedure and apply only ANR procedures there (switch off, detach, new config). 

-
DT: If LTE uses ANR, we can reuse the name. Otherwise let’s find a better name. Broadcom: LTE is a different procedure (reuses CGI reading), we’ll have to use our own name.

=>
The CR is postponed
R2-112060
Email progress report on [73#45] UMTS: Introduction of UTRAN Automatic Neighbor Relation
Huawei
Report




related to email discussion [73#45]
REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
ZTE: on suggestion 4, since UE mobility and measuremen procedures shouldn’t be impacted going with this suggestion would complicate the UE behavior. NSN: Let’s look at the related paper. E///: the NW will need to configure the frequencies anyway. Why?

-
Suggestion 1: baseline in stage 2 is we have an absolute and relative threshold. DT: if we want to keep only 1 threshold we’ll need to update stage 2. Renesas: no reason to remove the relative threshold now.  DT: would be good to discuss use cases for having both threshold. Chairman: need to clarify the current assumption, if companies want to question any threshold, a paper can be provided. HW: we’ll need to define what is the UE behavior in case of 2 threshold

-
Agreement: if there are 2 thresholds configured, UE needs to satisfy both. By default, both can be MD.
-
DT: do we need to consider case when no thesholds are present? A dflt value could be assumed to make sure UE doesn’t fall back to legacy. Need to decide on whether the abs threshold is based on rxlev, RSCP, or either? Current CR is for either.

-
PLMN handling open issue: should ePLMN be considered? ePLMN isn’t considered. DT: in the log, we write the PLMN hence ePLMN shouldn’t be impacted. If we were to consider ePLMN it would be simple to do.

-
Suggestions 3, 4: discuss with related papers.

-
Suggestion 5: We agree to keep SRB4 only to send ANR reports.

-
Suggestion 6: E///: no need for the UL UARFCN. We agree not to use it

-
Suggestion 7: HW to make a proposal for the naming. If there are strong objection, we can consider suggestions.

-
Open issues: 


-
What is the abs threshold based on? Rxlev, RSCP, or a choice.
R2-112170
Inter-RAT ANR reporting clarification
Renesas Electronics Europe
Disc





REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
ZTE: Can UE use the irat NR logged in one direction to use in the other?

-
Broadcom: Can we disable ISR in RAN2 only? That would need to be discussed CT1 (ISR disables the location update at IRAT)

-
NSN: agree with proposal 1 and 2. On proposal 3: isn’t it up to NW to configure this? Renesas: if ANR is configured in UTRAN and ISR in EUTRAN then CN needs to be aware.

-
HW: Why should UE discard the log immediately at irat? Why not continue logging? ALU: NW may not retrieve the log in case it doesn’t support ANR? Renesas: if cell doesn’t support ANR, what’s the point of logging it? ALU: it may be that another cell supports it, no reason to discard that cell. E///: agree that UE should only report this entry to the cell at the border, no need to keep it. NSN: agrees.

-
HW: UE anyways reports to the RNC, what is the matter that UE reports through the first cell or another cell in the same RNS? ALU: makes sense to discard the information if it’s not retrieved, there are going to be many reported neighbors because EUTRA works with black lists. GSM would be less of an issue. 

-
Broadcom: we could also directly report the cell in rrc connection complete

-
HW: no reason to discard the information. Don’t see the problem. Renesas: what is the benefit of keeping it? HW: this information will be needed for the NW.

-
Open issue: should UE keep or discard the irat anr info if it wasn’t retrieved by target utran cell.  

-
E///: we can consider that UE would discard as a baseline. DT: at what time would the UE discard? Renesas: initial thought was RRC connection release. DT: that won’t satisfy the proposal. We can consider new rules if they are completed.

-
Proposals 1 and 1a are confirmed.


-
QC: may be good to have a threshold for the irat case. 

-
Proposal 3: dependant on proposal 2. 

=>
Noted
R2-112294
Interfrequency ANR
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
DT: proposal 1 is already in stage 3. Is it just to confirm the spec?

-
E///: why is proposal 3 needed is we already have 2? NSN: that would give a view to UE on which freq to focus.

-
Broadcom: how many frequencies are we talking about? 8-16. The point is to allow the UE to look at other freqs.

-
ZTE: How will NW signal this? In the configuration.

- 
HW: proposals 1 and 2 are ok. Why proposal 3? To forbid UE to log in some freqs? Yes. 

-
Renesas: baseline would be that UE measures freq in its neigbhor list (2). What is the need to ask UE to measure on more? NSN: the purpose is to allow the UE to go to other freqs and give guidance on which ones to search. ZTE: that would impact the existing UE behavior.

-
E///: what if the same freq is in both lists? That’s an error case.

-
DT: what is the reason for indicating black-listed freqs. Proposal 2 could be fine to provide guidance to the UE but proposal 3 is more questionable.

-
 NSN: NCL freqs isn’t sufficient, we need anr done in other freqs as well. E/// and DT would agree with having a guidance to the UE, not a requirement. Renesas: if it’s only a guidance and no performance attached then why bother asking? NSN: the goal of the proposal is to tell the UE what report is valid. 

-
Agreement (baseline): UE would consider freqs which are in the NCL 

-
DT: no need to restrict to 2 freqs. In case only 1 freq, there can always be a dummy cell

-
Open issue: should NW indicate a list of frequencies that UE is allowed to perform ANR on?

=>
Noted
R2-112296
ANR Flag
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
REL-10
ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
DT: the flag could depend on the frequency, that would become quite complicated. NSN: The same problem exists wo the flag. DT: is there at all a problem? NW will make the choice.

-
NSN: some cells may not want to be discovered if they already have all neighbors. DT: if we’re talking about 1 cell, it won’t fill the log, if it’s 100s of cells then anr shouldn’t be enabled in the region. The use of that flag is difficult to set. 

-
DCM: there are cases where certain cells doesn’t include in NCL on purpose and doesn’t want to hear about. ALU: What about CSGs? We can check but CSG was supposed to be out of scope. This isn’t clear in the stage 2/3. 

-
E///: see not benefit with this. (and CSG is out of scope). Broadcom: need to clarify in the stage 2 if that’s the case.

-
HW: don’t see benefit with this.

-
DCM: problem is not only CSG case. ZTE: no benefit seen.

=>
Noted
9.6
WI: Interfrequency detected set measurements (RP-101015)
(Interf_dset_meas_UMTS, leading WG: RAN2, started: Sep. 10, closed: Dec. 10, WID: RP-101015)
No contributions.
9.7
WI: TEI10
R2-112001
Optionality of the Enhanced Security Mode procedure handling in case of delayed L2 ACK
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

revised in R2-112396
R2-112396
Optionality of the Enhanced Security Mode procedure handling in case of delayed L2 ACK
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

-
Broadcom: 10.3.3.37 is not really a security capability. It should be a higher level capability, e.g. radio access capability.

-
Renesas: how to implement this feature early with a capability? The UE would now need to implement rel’10 capability. QC: UE would have to implement that part.

-
E///: the ASN.1 isn’t in the correct sequence. It should be in radio access capabilities. 

=>
The CR is not agreed. The alternate proposal in R2-112169 is agreed instead.

R2-112169
Correction to enhanced security mode procedure handling when waiting for delayed L2 ACK
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

-
Broadcom prefers the renesas proposal. E/// agrees.

-
QC: what does the UE do if the feature isn’t supported? The UE wouldn’t include the IE. QC: but if the UE supports the feature it always has to include it in the message, that would always send 1 bit in that msg. In the alternate proposal the capability bit doesn’t have to always be sent. Renesas: the difference with early implementation is the capability needs to be included in every messages where capabilities are signaled, and those would need to be upgraded to rel’10.

-
ALU: we still need to indicate what it means if the IE is absent.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-112446
R2-112446
Correction to enhanced security mode procedure handling when waiting for delayed L2 ACK
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

-
Broadcom: early implementability needs to be added to the covesheet.

-
QC the part saying: “, while also indicating to the network that the UE is capable of reverting back should it be necessary” is redundant.

-
E///: prefer to keep this because NW may also receive this IE during a normal cell update. ALU: naming of the 2 values is a bit confusing. QC: may be good to refer to a “normal operation” instead of “not reverted back”.

-
Changes: not reverted back->normal operation in both enum and semantics. Remove “, while also indicating to the network that the UE is capable of reverting back should it be necessary” in semantics. Early implementability to be added in coversheet.

=> With the changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112455
R2-112014
CR to 25.331 on CS over HSPA UL de-sync detection and recovery
Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

-
NSN: how will the problem be solved for rel’8/9? That wasn’t acceptable.

-
Renesas: this should be applied for rel’10 only. UE has means to trigger cell update already in rel’8.

-
Broadcom: why does this become needed in rel’10 if the issue has been fixed in rel’8/9? Renesas: the benefit is NW can signal re-establishment at scc. The recovery can be sped up.

-
NSN: if this is a correction it should be for rel’8/9. Otherwise, no big need for rel’10.

=>
Not agreed
R2-112168
Clarification to setting of dedicated priorities
Renesas Electronics Europe
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

-
ALU: can we put UE behavior unspecified in semantics? This has been done before.

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-112196
Procedure text for addition of new band indicator 3
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331

-
B

REL-10
TEI10

-
QC: still a problem to align the procedures between sib5/6. This new text creates a dependency with sib3 in sib6 which isn’t there. Preference to align the 2 sibs. Renesas: sib5/6 compatibility is not so important howver bw compatibility is important. QC: the QC proposal didn’t have any bw compatibility, it was keeping legacy text as is.

-
E///: don’t agree with the procedural text. It doesn’t  prevent  UE from camping on a non-allowed cell.

-
Offline: need to take account of Renesas’s proposal to revert back to ENUM.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-112376
Clarification for the signalling for band indicator 3
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

-
ALU: not clear that 33..64 is reserved to TDD. Has RAN4 already decided that? E///: RAN2 should have asked RAN4 before deciding on using this range.

-
Renesas: this issue is bringing an issue on using integer instead of enum type. That would avoid some issues.

-
E///: agree that enum is better but the range is still an issue. Renesas: the range isn’t an issue if we use enum, we will simply define bands as needed. E///: that would work.

-
Proposal would be to go back to enum to avoid the range issue. Renesas: that would impact the procedural text as well.

=>
The CR is postponed
R2-112377
Value range of DRX-InactivityTimer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331

-
C

REL-10
TEI10

=> Wrong AI, move to LTE.
R2-112204
Introduction of the per-band compressed mode
Samsung, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc




wrong REL or WI?
REL-10
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA

-
Moved from 9.8

-
Discuss with R2-112086
-
ALU: wha tis the difference between NSN and QC? NSN’s seems a subset… NSN: 2 of the rules are identical and a 3rd rule is still being discussed.

=>
Noted
R2-112127
Tabular and ASN.1 alignment: new-DSCH-RNTI
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
TEI10

withdrawn

R2-112139
Applicability of Compressed Mode in Dual Band Devices
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-10
TEI10

withdrawn

9.8
Other UTRA Rel-10 WIs/SIs
R2-111899
Remove DB-DC-HSDPA configurations 4 and 5
Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.317

-
F

REL-10
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-112128
Tabular and ASN.1 alignment: new-DSCH-RNTI
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
HSDPA-L23

-
Renesas: this problem exists in many other messages. Why correct only this? QC: then the same principle should apply.

-
Renesas would prefer to correct all issues.  

-
HW: do we really want to change all the problems? That’s too many of them.

-
E///: agree with Renesas.

-
QC: there are only 6 instances.

=>
The CR is postponed to the next meeting to correct all other occurences of the issue
R2-112129
Tabular and ASN.1 alignment: MBMS
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331

-
F

REL-10
MBMS-RAN
-
Renesas: CR title is wrong. In practice, the NW could omit the NCE. QC: agree however it means the other NCE’s won’t be included as further ones have been created since rel’6. But we still need to handle in case the IE was actually omitted.

-
Renesas: dflt value should be removed. 

=>
With the title changed to “Tabular and ASN.1 alignment: MBMS” the CR is agreed in principle in R2-112447
(MUMIMO_LCR_TDD-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: March 10, closed: Dec. 10, WID: RP-100347)
(E1900-Core, leading WG: RAN4, started: June 10, target: June 11, WID: RP-100676)

9.9
Other UTRA Rel-10 topics

Including ASN.1 review, overall Rel-10 capability discussion,….

R2-111981
UTRA Rel-10 25.331 ASN.1 issues list
Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-
Discuss approach taken in R2-112141
-
QC: need to check that the document we are using as reference for the ASN.1 review is close to the official version so that the corrections are worthwhile.

-
Outcome of the review session will be captured in an updated version of R2-111981 with ways forward

-
0101: 


-
NSN: this message may be impacted in the ANR CR

-
0207:


-
NSN: this will be impacted by the CR on traceid. The trace CR will have to follow the decision we take here. E///: that should be done at CR merge time. We will add a note in the other comments of R2-111847 to refer to ASN.1 review decision that impacts the CR. 


-
Section numbers have changed in official version of RRC 42a=>132, 42d=>131. E///: the numbering may be changed further by secretary.

-
0208:


-
E///: why is this the same as 0207? There is no saving in asn.1. Renesas: this is not about saving but maintenance, if there is any change we would have to update 2 places

-
0307/700/704: Need to discuss if we need an rrc transaction id for the new RRC messages added in MDT. NSN: We will add the rrc transaction id.

-
0401: TDD companies to discuss whether they want to keep the same list structure as in FDD or a single list level. ZTE: similar list structure should be maintained

-
NSN: TDD and FDD have different tabular tables but same ASN.1 for MDT feature. Should we keep it identical or duplicate ASN.1?

-
0706/0211: Need to discuss whether to align asn.1 to tabular or inverse. BRDCOM: there is an agreement to keep ASN.1 and change the tabular.

-
 0218: Solution needs to be discussed offline. Agreement to use proposal by Renesas.

-
 0304: Need to check history. HW: history checked, we can agree with the proposed way forward

-
0305: QC to check. 

-
0605: Need to check if this an ASN.1/Tabular inconsistency or a separate issue. It will be treated as a separate issue

-
0606: Need to check if the discrepancy is rel’10 only or started earlier . NSN: started from rel’8.  We can treat this as a separate issue.

-
0215: Need to check if this definition is used in UE variables. Renesas: this is used in UE variables but in this case that’s the only place where it is used.

-
Way forward for priority 3 issues: Ericsson will contact offline companies if some issues may be controversial, all others will be implemented as proposed by the reviewing companies.  It will then be proposed as a single rapporteur ASN.1 CR.

-
Renesas: We still need to double check with the official version. For 2 reasons: collisions with ASN.1 review and new issues. QC has provided a diff between official and asn.1 review versions.

-
Outcome of ASN.1 review uploaded in chairman’s notes and will upload in an official Tdoc in R2-112436
R2-112436
ASN.1 review outcome
RAN2 VC
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
-
QC: prefer to keep original change for 0305. E///: need to check.

=> The document is revised in R2-112454
R2-112454
ASN.1 review outcome
RAN2 VC
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
=>
The outcome is agreed
10
UTRA Release 11

10.1
WI: Further enhancements to CELL_FACH (RP-110436)
(Cell_FACH_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, target: June 12, WID: RP-110436)

Work organization:
-
a number of issues have RAN1 impact. RAN1 work should be allowed to start.
-
Huawei: no RAN1 AI on this topic in the next meeting.
-
Intel: we need to look at the contributions before deciding to send an LS to RAN1.

-
Ericsson: we can check each subject and decide easily for each topic whether RAN1 should be involved 
or not

-
Qualcomm: We can’t use the LS proposal as it doesn’t contain all issues.

-
4 topics seem more RAN1 related:


-
stand along HS-DPCCH

-
TTI alignment between cell-dch and cell-fach UEs


-
reduction in timing of initial access in PRACH procedure


-
interference management

-
Ericsson: this is a wide area, would prefer to not include this as of now. QC: RAN1 would need to show 
there is an issue. RAN2 will probably not do this.

-
Huawei: what is the urgency for RAN2 to do this?
-
Interdigital: the interference management also seems very RAN1 centric. QC would be fine with that.

-
What would we ask RAN1?

-
stand alone hs-dpcch:



-
investigate benefits



-
investigate efficient methods for to trigger stand-alone HS-DPCCH (DL tx power, code resource, 


delay, current consumption)


-
tti alignment between cell-dch and cell-fach UEs



-
investigate and assess efficient way for introducing time alignment



-
required accuracy of alingment



-
identify need for L1 cntl signaling/procedures


-
reduction in timing of initial access in PRACH procedure



-
consider optimizations in PRACH procedures


-
interference management

-
DT: it’s a WI however most questions seem SI related. The WI wording has a feasibility phase

-
Huawei: Would RAN2 continue the work in the mean time?

-
Ericsson: would prefer to indicate to RAN1 more generic language about what to do.

-
Huawei: RAN2 could instead focus on more RAN2-centric.

-
NSN: agree with Ericsson that we shouldn’t go in the details of what we ask RAN1.

=>
Qualcomm will draft LS to RAN1 in R2-112448
R2-112448
LS to RAN1 on cell-fach enhancements
Lsout
Qualcomm Inc

-
HW: it is too early to identify which sub-features have RAN1 impact or not. RAN2 needs to look at documents first. E///: fine with LS. The topics clearly have RAN1 impact. 

-
HW: Want to send the LS after the next meeting. Renesas: “has identified” can be softened. E///: agree that could be a good way forward. The RAN1 schedule is such that it’s better to let them know in due time.

-
HW: Need to remove “has identified …sub-features”. Renesas: 

-
DT: the wording sent to RAN1 is very SI like. We need to also ask RAN1 to discuss solutions.

=>
The LS is revised in R2-112456
R2-112456
LS to RAN1 on cell-fach enhancements
Lsout
Qualcomm Inc

 =>
The LS is agreed in R2-112458
Documents not treated:
General

R2-112323
Overview of CELL_FACH enhancements
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Stand alone HS-DPCCH

R2-111954
Efficient HS-DPCCH for Improvements in Enhanced CELL_FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-112048
Consideration on HS-DPCCH feedback in CELL_FACH state
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112133
On the benefits of standalone HS-DPCCH in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
revised in R2-112404
R2-112404
On the benefits of standalone HS-DPCCH in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-112289
Considerations on standalone HS-DPCCH in CELL_FACH state
InterDigital
Disc

DC-HSDPA

R2-112085
DC-HSDPA operation in CELL_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112290
Supporting dual cell operation in CELL_FACH state
InterDigital
Disc

2/10ms operation

R2-112084
Support concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112136
Supporting concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-112291
Support for 2ms and 10ms TTI configurations in same cell in CELL_FACH state
InterDigital
Disc

Interference management

R2-112134
On the benefits of signaling based Interference control in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-112292
Discussion on the need for UL interference control mechanisms in CELL_FACH state
InterDigital
Disc

UE battery life improvements and signalling reduction

R2-111952
Extended DRX in Enhanced CELL_FACH
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-112058
Enhanced DRX in CELL_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112135
UE energy consumption improvements and signalling reduction in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Others

R2-112059
Discussion on Fallback to R99 PRACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

10.2
WI: 8C-HSDPA (RP-101419)
(8C_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: June 12, WID: RP-101419)

Organization: None available yet
Documents not treated:
Stage 2

R2-112102
Stage 2 aspects of 8C-HSDPA
Intel Corporation
Disc

Use plane aspects

R2-112082
General considerations on 8C-HSDPA
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112083
RLC impact analysis for 8C-HSDPA
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

UE categories

R2-111824
New UE Categories for 8C-HSDPA
ZTE
Disc

R2-111854
Consideration on 8C-HSDPA UE categories
China Unicom, Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Others

R2-111822
RAN2 Initial Thoughts about 8C-HSDPA
ZTE
Disc

R2-111823
Dual Band Signaling for Multi-Carrier Operation beyond Rel-10
ZTE
Disc

10.3
WI: Other Rel-11 WIs
(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: March 12, WID: RP-110374)

(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: March 12, WID: RP-110374)

Organization: need to have the stage 2 by the June plenary, would be good to get some high level feedback on the stage 2 organization. The different work tasks (OL and CL) are treated in different groups (RAN1/RAN4) and we don’t have these groups status.

Documents not treated:
R2-112010
Network Control on Open-Loop Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA
Magnolia Broadband
Disc
REL-11
HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core

R2-112076
Introduction of Uplink Transmit Diversity Stage-2
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.319

-
B

REL-11
HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core, HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core

R2-112077
L2&L3 impacts by UL CLTD
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-11
HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core

R2-112078
L2&L3 impacts by UL OLTD
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-11
HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core
R2-111825
Relations between Aggregation capability and RF module capability
ZTE
Disc





REL-11
4C_HSDPA-Core

withdrawn
10.4
SI: HSDPA multi-point transmission (RP-101439)
(FS_HSDPA_MP_TX, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: Sep.11, WID: RP-101439)

Organization: TR needed in September 2011. Main topics for RAN2 will be the traffic split options. That can be provided in an LS to RAN1. RAN2 can provide input on the different options if more than 1 option is considered after RAN2 discussion

R2-111826
RAN2 Initial Thoughts about MPT-HSDPA
ZTE
Disc

withdrawn

Documents not treated:
R2-112049
HSDPA multipoint transmission consideration
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112050
RAN2 Impacts of Inter-NodeB HSDPA Multipoint Transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-112239
HSDPA multi-flow data split options
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-112242
Signaling and configuration for the multi-point transmissions schemes
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

10.5
SI: UL MIMO (RP-101432)
(FS_UTRA_UL_MIMO, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: Sep.11, WID: RP-101432)

No contributions.

Organization: 

-
in RAN1 simulation assumptions have been agreed, results expected by may meeting.

-
2 architectures are identified and impact the mac layer (tx of 2 or 1 tspt block)

-
RAN1 is working on a TR with RAN2 specific sections, will be sent at the may meeting.
10.6
SI: RAN improvements for Machine Type Comm (SI: RP-100330)
(FS_NIMTC_RAN, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Sep. 09, target: June 11, WID: RP-100330)

Note: Despite this location in the agenda this SI is still a REL-10 SI. All SIs that will not be finished at RAN #52 will be moved to REL-11.
RAN#51 decided to continue the SI up to June 2011, but with the focus limited to "RAN overload handling". Under this agenda item, UMTS specific aspects/solutions can be discussed.

Organization: Contributions welcome. The TR is common with LTE.

No contributions.
10.7
SI: Other Rel-11 SIs

No contributions.
11
Outgoing LS and email discussions for UTRA

11.1
Agreed outgoing LS for UTRA
R2-112416
draft reply LS to R2-111796 on UE behaviour in the case of collision of paging occasions and CTCH

-
Source should be QC.

-
Need to take CMAS discussion first.

-
 Better to answer when we have the full story on CMAS discussion

=>
The LS is postponed to the next meeting

R2-112424
draft LS to RAN3 on Activation status of the downlink secondary HS-DSCH cell(s) after a RRC Reconfiguration
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

-
Intel: agree with LS but not action to RAN1, why would RAN1 be impacted? E///: given the agreements in RAN2, RAN1 text may have to be clarified. We need to be more specific about what RAN1 needs to change in their spec, for example give a reference to NSN’s paper. NSN: we don’t know yet what the expected behavior should be in RAN1. E///: we have made some agreements in RAN2 and that can be captured. 

-
Intel: if we tell ran1 to act on RAN2’s agreements then it could be ok.

-
HW: we don’t expect any impact to RAN1. Only RAN3 is impacted. Ok to cc RAN1 but not explicit action. 

-
We will put RAN1 in cc and not list any action to them.

-
ALU: why are we talking about the UE release? No need to indicate to RAN3 how to do this. The sentence “This could be achieved, for example, by using the IE “UE Support Indicator Extension” can be removed

-
NSN: do we need to tell ran3 that it’s for a specific UE release? E///: better to tell them we want to disable a specific release rather than a specific UE.

-
Discussion points:


-
should we tell RAN3 to disable the orders in a specific release only? 


-
should we only tell RAN3 to disable the orders instead of having a mechanism to enable/disable?

-
Intel: we put RAN1 in cc because we haven’t decided what the complete solution is. Once this is sorted out, we will inform RAN1. 

=>
The LS is revised in R2-112445
R2-112445
draft LS to RAN3 on Activation status of the downlink secondary HS-DSCH cell(s) after a RRC Reconfiguration
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

-
Intel: do we need the attachements? E///: that is to provide the background of the discussion to RAN3

-
typo: hs-hsdch->HS-DSCH

=> With the corrected typo the LS is agreed in R2-112453
Note:
Since R2-112453 had no attachments it was revised after RAN2 #73bis in R2-112459.


So R2-112459 is the agreed final outgoing LS.
R2-112458
LS on further enhancements for CELL_FACH (to: RAN1; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
Qualcomm Inc
LSout
=>
Agreed
11.2
Email discussions for UTRA

1. Email discussion [73b#03] on signaling details for support for non-adjacent aggregation
· Lead:
Qualcomm

· Deadline: Submission deadline
· Outcome: Email report with summary of proposal(s) and draft CR(s)
2. Email discussion [73b#04] on way forward for special value of HE field

· Lead: Renesas

· Deadline: Submission deadline

· Scope:

· What solution can be expected for rel’8?

· extended rel’7 proposal to rel’8

· other 
· Do we need an RRC CR for rel’8/9/10 (rel’8 depends on answer to first question)?
· Verification of RLC CR for rel’8/9/10 (rel’8 depends on answer to first question)
· Outcome: CR package for special value of HE field
3. Email discussion [73b#05] on ANR CRs and open issues

· Lead: Huawei

· Deadline: Submission deadline

· Scope:

· Review the draft CRs and how agreements are captured

· Review the list of open issues and discuss proposals on how to solve them

· If there is consensus on an open issue, the solution can be captured in the CR but it must be clearly highlighted
· Outcome: Email report and draft CRs for 25.304 and 25.331
12
Left-overs

12.1
LTE UP adhoc session
R2-112562:
LTE UP adhoc session report
- 
Huawei wonders if we really need to sent an LS for R2-112282 ? Can discuss this when we see R2-112561.

=>
Report is approved

Come Backs

BSR cancellation issue (Huawei): what happens when joint and serial processing are applied and whether problematic cases occur that would justify changes in the specification.
- 
Huawei indicates after offline that padding BSR will not cancel regular BSR, but companies do not agree whether this needs to be further clarified and if so how. Most companies seem fine to keep specification as is. If we need to clarify, there are at least 4 alternatives. 

-
Huawei proposes to keep the spec as is and capture the common understanding in the minutes.

-
Ericsson would like to capture something in the spec. Renesas agrees with Ericsson. HTC also agrees. ZTE also agrees.

-
LG thinks text is sufficiently clear. NSN thinks if the text was clear, we would not be discussing this already for 2 meetings.

-
NewPoscom agrees to have a clarification. NewPoscom would also like to clarify that there is only one regular/periodic

=>
We may have a clarification that a padding BSR can never cancel regular/periodic BSR, and that all padding BSR's are cancelled after current TTI. 

=>
EMAIL DISC [73b#07]up to next meeting [EMAIL DISC Ericsson]
R2-112560:
Miscellaneous Corrections
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
CR
36.321

-
F REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

=>
CR is in principle agreed
12.2
UMTS

No contributions.
13
Outgoing LS and output to other groups for LTE/joint

(Still need to respond to R2-110022 on inter-freq RSTD measurements to RAN4).

To: SA5; CC: RAN3

R2-111933:
LS on parallel MDT task activation for one UE
ZTE

not treated
To: RAN4; Cc: RAN1

R2-111910:
LS to RAN4 for ensure the in principle of supporting Multiple TA
ZTE
LSout

not treated
To: CT1; CC: RAN3, SA2, SA3

R2-112405:
Draft Reply LS on maximum value of extended wait timer

=>
LS is agreed in R2-112644
To: SA2; CT1

R2-112406:
PS domain congestion control for UMTS with NMOII

=>
References need to be added

=>
Remove " The RAU could be delivered to the core network until the initial Direct transfer message is sent dedicating to PS domain."

=>
With these 2 changes, the LS is agreed in R2-112639
To: RAN3; CC: SA5
R2-111938:
LS response on Immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN handover
ZTE

not treated, see R2-112520 instead
R2-112366:
Draft Reply LS on Immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN handover
Samsung
Disc

not treated, see R2-112520 instead
R2-112407
Draft Reply LS to R3-111058 = R2-111787 on Immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN handover (to: RAN3; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
NTT DOCOMO
LSout

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
withdrawn, see R2-112520 instead
R2-112520:
Draft Reply LS to R3-111058 and R3-111082 on Immediate MDT context handling during inter-PLMN handover (to: RAN3; cc: SA5; contact: ZTE)
=>
Reference should be updated to in principle agreed CR R2-112622 (not R2-112519)

=>
With this one change the LS is agreed in R2-112626
To: SA5; Cc: RAN3
R2-112408:
Reply LS on managing RLF reporting within MDT
=>
Updated to "Also the UE indicates availability of RLF reporting similar to the logged MDT and upon which the eNB can fetch the RLF reporting."
=>
LS is agreed with this change in R2-112638
To: SA2; Cc: RAN3, CT1, CT4, GERAN2
R2-112409:
LS on single radio video call continuity triggering mechanism at E-UTRAN

=>
Updated before presentation in R2-112598

R2-112598:
LS on single radio video call continuity triggering mechanism at E-UTRAN

-
NSN wonders why the response is not more positive? Samsung sees no big difference with the conclusion in the meeting. This version is the result of extensive email discussions.

-
Ericsson thinks we have not evaluated how usefull it would be. Ofcourse the information could be used.

-
NSN would like to only indicate "RAN2 has not evaluated the benefits of such solutions in terms of e.g. capacity or network performance."

-
Orange wonders if it is not obvious that it is usefull.

=>
Revised in R2-112646
=>
Finally deferred to next meeting. NSN will provide draft response. R2-112646 is withdrawn.
To: RAN4

R2-111870:
Draft reply LS on expected UE behavior for unknown NS signaling
Qualcomm Incorporated

not treated, see R2-112410 instead
R2-112410:
[DRAFT] Reply LS on expected UE behaviour for unknown NS values
=>
Nokia thinks this possibility to still have multiple values should be indicated

-
QC would like to soften the conclusion. Seems already quite polite

=>
Small update is needed. Will see update in R2-112587 => Updated before presentation in R2-112596
R2-112596:
[DRAFT] Reply LS on expected UE behaviour for unknown NS values
=>
LS is agreed in R2-112597
To: RAN5; Cc: RAN
R2-111867:
Draft reply LS on UE support of handovers between LTE FDD and LTE TDD
Qualcomm Incorporated

revised in R2-112411

R2-112411:
Draft Reply LS to R5-110838 = R2-111797 on Handovers between LTE TDD and LTE FDD

=>
LS is postponed: can re-discuss at next RAN2 meeting
To: RAN5, SA1; CC: SA2, CT1
R2-112412:
Support for IMS emergency call

=>
Copy to SA2, CT1

=>
Remove last sentence in section 1

-
Ericsson would like to add: "RAN2 wonders whether, if it is mandatory, this is sufficiently clear from their specifications, or it would be good for another WG to capture this." NSN thinks we should indicate if it is mandatory. We have similar approach e.g. for SSAC.

=>
LS is agreed with these changes in R2-112589
To: SA5; Cc: RAN3
R2-112162:
Draft reply LS on L2 measurements in DeNB having relay node
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

not treated, see R2-112415 instead
R2-112122
draft reply LS on L2 measurements in DeNB having relay node from RAN2
Nokia Siemens Networks

revised in R2-112415
R2-112415:
Draft Reply LS on L2 measurements in DeNB having relay node
=>
Can have some slight reformulation of the sentence concerning L2 measurement by RN

=>
Draft LSout R2-112415 has no attached CR R2-112555. R2-112555 was revised in R2-112643 which is agreed in principle.
R2-112415 was revised in R2-112617 which is the agreed LSout and which includes CR R2-112643.
To: GERAN, CT1; Cc: SA2
R2-112506:
[draft] LS on PLMN and CSG whitelist handling in H(e)NB
=>
QC would like to spell out xx/304 to 25.304 and 36.304

=>
Replace to Further, "RAN2 would like to confirm to GERAN the understanding in [1]"

=>
Remove from bullet 3: "(i.e. indirectly linked to rPLMN)"

-
Panasonic wonders what parts are related to CT1 ?  Renesas was thinking about the sharing.

=>
Can add something to indicate that we have specified behaviour that should work in the non-RAN sharing case. RAN2 has not targetted the RAN sharing case and it remains to be seen if the current functionality is sufficient if CN would support RAN sharing.

=>
Will see update in R2-112627

R2-112627:
[draft] LS on PLMN and CSG whitelist handling in H(e)NB
-
Chairman wonders if we should ask SA2 about the ePLMN for the connected case ?

=>
Will add question on SA2 opinion wether member check in connected should also consider ePLMN

=>
With this one change the LS is agreed in R2-112637
To: RAN3, CT1, SA2
R2-112511:
[draft] SR-VCC from LTE to UMTS 

-
Orange wonders what the consequences are if the QCI=1 approach is not confirmed ? NSN thinks we need to discuss what the alternative solution would be.

-
Ericsson indicates that instead of QCI=1, the UE could rely on the RAU after the handover. Therefore Ericsson proposed to include SA2/CT1. 

-
NSN thinks RAU might not work if LTE->GERAN: if the UE does not support PS/CS parallel, then the UE might not do RAU.

-
Ericsson assumes no packets would be sent until the RAU is completed; maybe the UE could make some smart assumptions before. Ericsson thinks we should at least not conclude now.

-
Orange thinks the QCI mapping is in principle totally determined by the PCC/operator, and network nodes can in principle not make assumptions how these QCI's are used in general.

=>
Release should be updated to "Rel-8"

=>
With this one change the LS is agreed in R2-112624
To: RAN WG3, RAN WG1, RAN WG4
R2-112517:
LS on MDT UL measurements

-
NTT DCM wonders about the E-UTRAN measurements ?  TIM thinks we still have time to see what progress RAN1/4 make

=>
LS is agreed in R2-112642
To: RAN4
R2-112522:
[draft] LS on Inter-RAT UMTS to LTE Reselection
=>
QC would like to remove " for the case where the UE enters the Idle mode or Cell-PCH/URA-PCH state". NSN thinks that is the case we are interested in. QC thinks we send them sufficient information already, and they can think of other solutions. It is not necessary to start reselection measurements at the state transitions. We could also e.g. have the timer running all the time.

-
Ericsson would like to add Ericsson contribution on possible interpretations. Samsung is not sure about continuing the timer in connected. QC thinks RAN4 can manage on their own.

=>
The LS is agreed with this one change in R2-112625

To: CT4

R2-112541:
LS on LPP protocol layering

=>
Correct reference should be included

=>
With this change the LS is agreed in R2-112588
To: SA2; CC: RAN3, RAN
R2-112576:
[DRAFT] Reply LS on CN node selection 

=>
RAN3 should be in CC

=>
Action to "SA2"

-
Samsung thought the LS would be sent to understand the background motivation better ? Ericsson thinks we should not challenge the SA2 decision.

-
NTT DCM thinks this is not what we discussed. It seems the RAN2 discussion is ignored.

-
NTT DCM would like to see explanation to understanding why SA2 decided what they decided. The LS also does not give background on why we are confused.

-
ALU is hoping when they reconfirm they also give some motivation.

-
NTT DCM would like to go for email discussion. Samsung would like email

=>
Will add sentence "RAN2 would appreciate further background information"

=>
With these changes the LS is agreed in R2-112640
To: RAN1
R2-112581:
DL assignments in MBSFN subframes

=>
Action should be to "RAN1"

-
After offline discussion, CATT thinks maybe only question 3 is needed:



question 1 is already clear: TM9 only



question 2 is more RAN2 issue



question 4, situation is clear

-
Samsung thinks it would be good to include question 1 since situation in RAN1 spec's does not seem clearly specified. So 1 and 3 should be asked.

=>
Change dates of next meeting to "RAN2" instead of "SA2".

-
Ericsson thinks question 1 is clear (TM9 only)

-
Ericsson thinks after offline checking, question 3 is also clear: SPS can be handled in MBSFN subframes from L1 point of view. So it is a RAN2 question whether we want to.

-
Samsung thinks there is a strong reason to sent an LS: RAN1 should really make question 1 clear. Samsung assumes everybody can agree this is unclear. 

=>
Everbody has same understanding that from L1 point of view, SPS transmissions in MBSFN subframes are no problem for the applicable TM modes.

=>
Will sent LS to RAN1 with question1: will update the formulation a bit to indicate our understanding but wonder whether this is really captured.

=>
Will ask RAN1 to confirm current question 4

=>
Can see update in R2-112615

R2-112615:
DL assignments in MBSFN subframes

=>
LS is agreed in R2-112645
To: RAN1

R2-112561:
DRAFT LS to RAN1 on Deactivation
LGE
LS
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Huawei wonders if the second part if really needed ? Huawei thinks this is completely up to RAN1 anyway. Panasonic thinks that we agreed to include this because there is no common understanding of what is written in the RAN2 specification, and we want to understanding the RAN1 assumption.  Huawei thinks it is clear that we have agreed that CQI reporting is stopped. If RAN1 has a concern about this they can inform us. Panasonic thinks it is really unclear if UE stops CQI reporting, or reports OOS and it would be good to clarify this asap.

-
Samsung thinks we agreed in UP session we would include this since there is no common understanding. NSN agrees: the LS correctly reflects the RAN2 status. LG thinks it is good to ask.

-
Ericsson is fine with the LS as is.

=>
LS is agreed in R2-112611

To: RAN3

R2-112606:
Draft LS on RLF stage 2 agreements
=>
NTT DCM thinks the last 2 bullets are not needed given the attachments

=>
Have to make sure references are correct

=>
LS is agreed with these changes in R2-112641
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Any other business
Request from chairman: Please be reasonable in amount of submitted material for Rel-11 WIs in coming meeting.

Meeting schedule 2011/2012:

	MEETING
	DATES
	LOCATION
	HOST
	CO-LOCATION

	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
	Kansas City, USA
	Sprint Nextel
	

	RAN2 #73bis
	11 April – 15 April 2011
	Shanghai, China
	ZTE
	RAN 2/4

	RAN2 #74
	9 May – 13 May 2011
	Barcelona, Spain**
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #52
	31 May – 3 June 2011
	Bratislava, Slovakia
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #75
	22 Aug. – 26 Aug. 2011
	Athens, Greece
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #53
	13 Sep. – 16 Sep. 2011
	Fukuoka, Japan
	?
	

	RAN2 #75bis
	10 Oct. – 14 Oct. 2011
	Zhuhai, China
	CATT
	RAN1/2/3/4

	RAN2 #76
	14 Nov. – 18 Nov. 2011
	San Francisco (tbc), USA
	NAF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5 ++

	RAN #54
	6 Dec. – 9 Dec. 2011
	Berlin, Germany
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #77
	6 Feb – 10 Feb 2012
	Dresden, Germany
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #55
	28 Feb – 2 March 2012
	
	
	

	RAN2 #77bis
	26 March – 30 March 2012
	?, Korea
	Samsung
	RAN 1/2/4

	RAN2 #78
	21 May – 25 May 2012
	Prague, Czech Republik
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4

	RAN #56
	12 June – 15 June 2012
	?, Europe
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #79
	13 Aug. – 17 Aug. 2012
	?, China
	Huawei
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #57
	4 Sep. – 7 Sep. 2012
	
	
	

	RAN2 #79bis
	8 Oct. – 12 Oct. 2012
	
	NAF3 (tentative)
	RAN2

	RAN2 #80
	12 Nov. – 16 Nov. 2012
	?, India (tbc)
	
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #58
	4 Dec. – 7 Dec. 2012
	?, Europe
	EF3
	


EF3:

European Friends of 3GPP
NAF3:

North American Friends of 3GPP
JF3:

Japanese Friends of 3GPP
**:
original meeting place Kobe, Japan (hosted by JF3) was changed acc. to chairman's email of 29.03.11 on 
RAN2 email reflector

++: SA1?, SA2, CT WGs also co-located
For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #73bis see Annex G.
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Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #73bis. He thanked the ZTE Corporation for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday April 15th, 2011 at about 17:00.

Annex A:
Report of LTE Carrier Aggregation User Plane session

This Annex A includes the report of the LTE Carrier Aggregation User Plane session (agenda items 6.1.4).

Note:
This report was agreed separately in the main LTE session on Friday in R2-112562 and it is copied here for 


convenience.


Additional corrections are added in grey.

6.1.4
Stage-3 User Plane

Corrections

Miscellaneous corrections to Stage 3 Specifications

R2-111876
Correction on MAC functions
Potevio, New Postcom
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
LGE thinks that we do not need to update the subclause as for instance DRX is already missing. Ericsson agrees. HT mMobile agrees.

(
not agreed.
R2-111877
Corrections to Activation-Deactivation of SCell
Potevio, New Postcom
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
LGE thinks the current specification is fine. NSN agrees and also points out that keeping “activated” is better. Potevio believes the current text is misleading.

(
not agreed.
R2-111878
Corrections to Extended PHR
Potevio, New Postcom
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Ericsson wonders why we need a reference to 36.133. Potevio thinks this is needed because that is where the mapping is defined. Ericsson agrees a reference is needed, but probably should be put in 36.213. NSN thinks the reference should be in 36.321. Will take the discussion on the reference together with the Panasonic TDoc (R2-112279).

-
LGE thinks the “octet” clarification is useful for V field. Samsung think this is already clear and the “octet” clarification is not required. NSN and CATT are fine with the clarification. Ericsson, Huawei, Panasonic and Mediatek think the clarification is not required. 

(
not agreed.
R2-112281
Pcmax,c reporting for type 2 PH
Panasonic
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
agreed in principle.
R2-112028
Clarification on Pcmax
MediaTek
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-111883
Removal of remaining FFS in the MAC specification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
Both not treated as addressing the same issue as R2-112281.
R2-111898
Clarification on applying the common DRX operation for CA
HTC, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung, Panasonic
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
revised before presentation in R2-112531
R2-112531
Clarification on applying the common DRX operation for CA
HTC, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung, Panasonic
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Huawei asks if we should refer to active time instead. Samsung agrees it might be better to refer to active time even though the proposed sentence came from the Stage 2. New Postcom agrees with Huawei but would like to go further into details.

-
InterDigital would prefer capturing the requirement at the beginning of the subclause e.g. The UE may be configured by RRC with a DRX functionality that is commonly applicable to all activated and configured SCells. NSN sees a risk for confusion with this new text. Ericsson prefers a note as proposed in the original CR to avoid touching Rel-8 text. Ericsson also thinks that “Serving Cell” is enough and encompasses both “activated and configured”. NSN thinks activated is enough.

-
LGE thinks the current text is already clear and sees no risk for possible confusion. Panasonic thinks the behaviour is now missing from the Stage 3. LGE believes that since there is only one configuration, it should be clear. NSN thinks this not related to configuration, you could have only one config but different operation on the serving cells.

-
Huawei would like to see “The same active time applies to all activated serving cells”?

(
agree to add a note stating that “the same active time applies to all activated serving cell(s)”, will be part of the rapporteur CR in R2-112560.
R2-111903
Activation/Deactivation of Scells
ZTE
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
InterDigital thinks we should not move the text. Ericsson agrees as this would actually break the agreed behaviour. NSN agrees.

(
not agreed.
R2-112029
Cancellation of SR
MediaTek
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE-CA-Core

-
LGE, Nokia, ITRI, Panasonic support.

-
Ericsson wonders if “in this subframe” is really needed as we already have “for each TTI […] in this TTI” further below. Mediatek thinks this makes it clearer. NSN believes the procedural text does not cover the cancellation part so the addition is ok. Ericsson would prefer not touching Rel-8/9 text. NSN thinks that the proposed text is aligned with the BSR.

-
New Postcom would prefer something else than “in this subframe”.

-
InterDigital suggests having shadow CRs (without (s)).

-
Samsung and Docomo do not see the need for “in this subframe”.

(
agree to add “(s)” to the uplink grant, will be part of the rapporteur CR in R2-112560 [CB Friday]
R2-112283
Change in wording from CSI/PMI/RI to CSI
Panasonic
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO

-
Ericsson points out that subclause 5.13 and Annex A also contain CQI/PMI/RI and should be updated.

-
New Postcom wonders if CSI is always used in Rel-10. 

-
HT mMobile thinks CQI/PMI/RI is still used in RAN1.

-
RIM thinks it is best to keep existing CQI/PMI/RI.

-
Ericsson would prefer adding PTI. LGE agrees.

(
agree to change CQI/PMI/RI to CQI/PMI/RI/PTI, add PTI in abbreviation subclause, will be part of the rapporteur CR in R2-112560.
R2-111904
Correction on PHR description
ZTE
CR
36.321

-
D

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
agree the change, change to be also propagated in the activation subclause, will be part of the rapporteur CR in R2-112560.
BSR
At the last meeting we agreed to come back on the possible CA issue where as soon as a BSR is included, no padding BSR would be allowed in any of the remaining MAC PDUs. Note that since regular BSR is of higher priority, it should always be sent first.

R2-111950
Padding BSR Cancellation
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
New Postcom wonders if agreeing with the proposals would mean that only one regular BSR is allowed in a TTI. Huawei thinks it does not, padding BSR could also be sent.

-
Ericsson agrees with the analysis and thinks this is aligned to what was discussed on Tuesday.

-
Samsung is fine with proposal 1. For proposal 2, Samsung thinks that although this does not currently seem required, they are fine to accept it if it is the common understanding. Samsung clarifies that even though LCP mandates BSR to be included first, freedom still is given to the UE to build the MAC PDU. Panasonic agrees with Samsung. Renesas agrees.

-
LGE thinks the padding BSR may or may not be cancelled depending on how the grants are processed (joint or serial). InterDigital sees some small benefit in guaranteeing a padding BSR always.

-
Renesas wonders if the cancellation of a padding BSR would also cancel other padding BSRs. Ericsson thinks this would not make sense. LGE agrees. Samsung believes that the current text does not preclude it even though it would not make sense.

-
Docomo thinks the proposal is actually to confirm that the result of joint and serial processing as shown by Huawei is ok for RAN2.

(
discuss offline BSR cancellation: what happens when joint and serial processing is applied and whether problematic cases occur that would justify changes in the specification. [CB Friday Huawei]
R2-111888
Cancelling triggered BSR
Samsung
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-111890
Correction on wrong cancellation of BSR
Samsung
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-112095
Clarification of BSR in CA
New Postcom
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-112007
On the issue of padding BSR cancelling
HTC
TP
36.321


-

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
revised before presentation in R2-112542
R2-112542
On the issue of padding BSR cancelling
HTC
TP
36.321


-

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
all 4 TDocs above not discussed as already covered by the previous discussions.
SRS and DRX

At the last meeting we agreed to come back if large support.

R2-112157
Benefits of sending type-1-triggered SRS independent of DRX
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc





REL-10
LTE_UL_MIMO-Core

-
Samsung, Panasonic, ZTE and Qualcomm would not object if network vendors think this is really required.

-
LGE thinks radio efficiency is indeed of higher priority than battery efficiency but is not convinced by the scenarios proposed in this paper. Ericsson clarifies that the 2nd scenario does not rely on SPS, it is a scenario where the packet size is unknown. Ericsson also points out that what matters is that the eNB knows that the UE has data.

-
Docomo wonders if a solution would not be to configure aperiodic SRS close to ON-DURATION. Ericsson prefers having SRS before ON-DURATION to give eNB the best knowledge on what resources can be allocated to the UE.

-
Nokia sees the benefit when the UE has data but not when the UE has no data as it would increase battery consumption. Nokia would therefore prefer to limit the mechanism to the cases when the UE has data. Ericsson would not like to introduce such a limitation as SRS can also be used for DL LA.

-
Alcatel-Lucent does not see a large benefit.

-
Docomo supports the proposal.

-
LGE would object as even some network vendors do not see the need.

[coffee break discussion]

-
no sustained objection, the proposal is agreed.

(
proposal is agreed.
R2-112158
Type-1-triggered SRS transmission independent of DRX
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_UL_MIMO-Core

-
NSN would like to add a reference to 36.213.

-
InterDigital thinks we could refer to layer-3 configured SRS instead of type 1.

(
agreed in principle with the addition of a reference to 36.213.
Activation

R2-112092
UE behaviours upon SCell reactivation
New Postcom
TP
36.321


-

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
(
not agreed (no new arguments compared to previous discussions).

PHR

R2-112232
Signalling of PCMAX,c for virtual type 2 PH
Alcatel-Lucent,
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
LGE thinks when PUCCH is not transmitted, PCmax is not transmitted.

-
Ericsson wonders what the benefits are.

-
NSN thinks the physical layer specifications are already clear. New Postcom and Mediatek agree.

(
not agreed (no support).

R2-112233
CR on Signalling of PCMAX,c for virtual type 2 PH
Alcatel-Lucent,
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
not agreed.
R2-112279
Pcmax,c reporting for extended power headroom reporting
Panasonic
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
Potevio thinks this is not really required as correct references are already in place. Ericsson agrees with Potevio but only for the RA procedure. For the reporting, we would at least need a reference to RAN1 specifications. Ericsson would like to avoid “configured” as this usually refers to RRC configured.

-
InterDigital would also like to support a clarification.

-
Samsung thinks that a reference to RAN1 specification might be enough (as long as it is already clear in RAN1 specification i.e. 36.213).

-
NSN supports the idea of including a reference but do not see the need to go further into details. LGE also thinks that since the physical layer provides the value to be signalled, the existing text is fine. Mediatek agrees. Panasonic still believe there is an ambiguity. Renesas agrees.

(
agree to add a reference to 36.213, work the detailed wording offline to avoid ambiguity around PCMAX,c - will be part of the rapporteur CR in R2-112560
R2-112280
Pcmax,c definition
Panasonic
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
not agreed as such but will be considered as basis for offline work.
CQI Reporting

R2-112269
CQI reporting and deactivation timer
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

-
InterDigital does not see a strong motivation. LGE wants to clarify the intended behaviour: should the UE report CQI or not. InterDigital agrees but thinks that reporting OOR or not has no impact on eNB decoding. LGE thinks the agreed behaviour is to stop CQI at n. 

-
Panasonic thinks this is more about periodic CQI on PUSCH and agrees with LGE. Samsung would also prefer aligning the behaviour.

-
Huawei thinks this addresses a corner case.

-
acknowledge that after receiving a PDCCH in the “last subframe of the deactivation timer”, a UE may require a few TTI before being able to send CQI.

-
InterDigital thinks this is limited to CQI on PUSCH and after deactivation only so might not be a serious issue. Huawei and Ericsson comment that the eNB should know when the timer expires and after that when not to expect CQI. ZTE agrees.

-
Samsung thinks this is more about aligning the behaviour.

(
agree that that the UE continues CQI reports until n+x, when the deactivation timer expires in subframe n.

-
NSN points out that since RAN1 refers to MAC CE for deactivation, we need to send them an LS to only refer to deactivation regardless of the reason

(
send an LS to RAN1 in R2-112561 [CB Friday LGE]
R2-112270
CQI reporting and deactivation timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

(
agreed in principle.
R2-112282
CSI reporting and Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO

-
ASUSTeK thinks understanding 1 is RAN2’s understanding and would like to send an LS.
-
NSN agrees and supports sending an LS indicating that this is a RAN1 topic.

-
Ericsson thinks understanding is 2. Docomo agrees. Docomo believes that we did agree on when to stop/start the reporting. NSN disagrees.

(
disagreement on interpretation  (whether the RAN2 agreement refers to content or actual transmission), decision up to RAN1, can be mentioned in R2-112561.


SN Limitation
R2-112378
Limitation of PDCP SN and FMS-fields in LTE Rel-10
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc





REL-10
LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_CA-Core

-
Chairman asks why looking at bit rates above 1Gbps ? Ericsson points out that some UE categories advertise such bit rate.

-
NSN thinks that when this was discussed earlier, no problem was identified.

-
Docomo wonders why not adopting some kind of window-stalling approach at PDCP? Prefer not to limit the rate.

(
not agreed (could be brought up in Rel-11).

R2-112379
Limitation of PDCP SN and FMS-fields in LTE Rel-10
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.323

-
C

REL-10
LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_CA-Core

R2-112380
Limitation of PDCP SN and FMS-fields in LTE Rel-10
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331

-
C

REL-10
LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_CA-Core

(
both not treated.
R2-111896
Using current RLC/MAC with the largest Transport Blocks
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc





REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
-
LGE points out that this would only work for DL.

-
Ericsson confirms the finding but this does not help PDCP.

-
Qualcomm asks if that would increase “de-segmentation” processing at the UE. NSN confirms but points out that the specification allows it. Qualcomm asks if the proposal would require any change. NSN’s understanding is that for the DL, the current specification allows such behaviour.

-
LGE thinks that since the problem comes from PDCP, this proposal is not required.

-
InterDigital thinks that would require a test case to make sure this is supported.

-
Qualcomm would prefer to have more time to check.

-
Docomo asks if we need to capture some limitation for the RLC PDU size. NSN thinks this is limited by MAC length field.

(
noted.
TEI10, LTE-L23 (the following 4 Tdocs are from agenda item 6.6):
R2-111948
BSR Cancellation Conflict Handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
-
Ericsson thinks the current text is ok. Samsung & NSN agree.

(
not agreed, PHR and BSR should be sent and specification is already clear.

R2-111949
Correction to BSR Cancellation Conflict
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

(
not agreed.
R2-112327
Half-duplex FDD UE operation
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321
-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
Samsung asks what the consequence will be without the 1st change. ASUSTeK thinks the UE behaviour would be left unspecified. NSN sees no issue with leaving it unspecified.

-
Ericsson believes there are other cases of possible collisions that are not addressed. Ericsson would prefer not making any changes. ASUSTeK thinks there are not other cases.

(
not agreed.

R2-111879
Corrections to the drx-RetransmissionTimer
Potevio CR
36.321
-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

-
ASUSTeK thinks the proposal will change the agreed behaviour. Ericsson agrees. 

(
not agreed.

Chairman Notes
moved to 6.5

R2-112008
Some clarifications in 36.321
HTC
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

moved from TEI10

R2-111948
BSR Cancellation Conflict Handling
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-111949
Correction to BSR Cancellation Conflict
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-112327
Half-duplex FDD UE operation
ASUSTeK &nb p;
CR
36.321
-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-111879
Corrections to the drx-RetransmissionTimer
Potevio
CR
36.321
-
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

Come Backs

BSR cancellation issue (Huawei): what happens when joint and serial processing are applied and whether problematic cases occur that would justify changes in the specification.

R2-112560
Miscellaneous Corrections
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-112561
DRAFT LS to RAN1 on Deactivation
LGE
LS
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

Agreed Principle

R2-112281
Pcmax,c reporting for type 2 PH
Panasonic
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-112158
Type-1-triggered SRS transmission independent of DRX
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_UL_MIMO-Core

R2-112270
CQI reporting and deactivation timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321

-
F

REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
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Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #73bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(contact)
	source
	original Tdoc
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-111772
	Reply LS to S5-110546 = R2-110737 on OAM architecture aspects for RNs (contact: Ericsson)
	RAN3
	R3-110970
	noted
	-
	resubmission of RAN2 #73 where LS was not treated

	R2-111773
	Reply LS to C1-110777 on Cell Broadcast Service for MOCN Shared Network (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	R3-111010
	noted
	-
	resubmission of RAN2 #73 where LS was not treated

	R2-111774
	Reply LS to R2-110701 on RSRQ measurement accuracy with eICIC (contact: Huawei)
	RAN4
	R4-111592
	noted
	-
	resubmission of RAN2 #73 where LS was not treated

	R2-111775
	Reply LS to S3-110205 = R2-110733 on PWS security (contact: Nokia)
	CT1
	C1-111150
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111776
	LS on maximum value of extended wait timer (contact: Ericsson)
	CT1
	C1-111500
	noted
	R2-112644
	

	R2-111777
	Reply LS to S2-104432 = R2-105297 on Release 10 NIMTC Work (contact: Renesas)
	GERAN
	GP-110382
	noted
	-
	RAN2 #71bis in Oct.2010 answered S2-104432 in R2-105994

	R2-111778
	Reply LS to S2-110161 = R2-110730 on RAN aspect of T-ADS improvement (contact: RIM)
	GERAN
	GP-110502
	noted
	-
	RAN2 #73 answered S2-110161 in R2-111699

	R2-111779
	Reply LS to R2-110665 on Power Headroom Reporting (contact: Panasonic)
	RAN1
	R1-111117
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111780
	Reply LS to R2-110681 on MDT UL measurements (contact: NSN)
	RAN1
	R1-111118
	noted
	-
	no LS answer but CR R2-112516 in principle agreed

	R2-111781
	Reply LS to R3-110425 = R2-110725 on coexistence of frequency domain and time domain ICIC (contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	R1-111197
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111782
	Reply LS to R3-110427 = R2-110726 on the tail issues for TDD mode with configuration 0/6 in eICIC (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN1
	R1-111198
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111783
	Reply LS to R2-110667 CQI reporting at SCell activation (contact: NSN)
	RAN1
	R1-111209
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111784
	LS on updated parameters for Rel-10 (contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	R1-111218
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111785
	Reply LS to S2-110161 = R2-110730 on RAN aspect of T-ADS improvement (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN3
	R3-111027
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111786
	Reply LS to S3-110214 = R2-110734 on Security for LTE relay nodes (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN3
	R3-111034
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111787
	LS on Immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN handover (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN3
	R3-111058
	noted
	R2-112626
	

	R2-111788
	LS on Error Handling for Signalling Based MDT (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	R3-111060
	noted
	-
	SA5 answered R3-111060 in R2-111808

	R2-111789
	Reply LS to R2-110544 on ANR progress (contact: Ericsson)
	RAN3
	R3-111067
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111790
	LS on detection of PLMN change and associated actions in the case of Immediate MDT (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	R3-111082
	noted
	R2-112626
	

	R2-111791
	LS on partial success of Write Replace Warning Request for ETWS (contact: NEC)
	RAN3
	R3-111084
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111792
	LS on expected UE behavior for unknown NS signaling (contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	R4-110692
	noted
	R2-112597
	

	R2-111793
	Reply LS to R1-110595 = R2-110721 on RLM/RSRQ/RSRP measurement definitions for eICIC (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN4
	R4-111538
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111794
	Reply LS to R2-110665 on Power Headroom Reporting (contact: CATT)
	RAN4
	R4-111588
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111795
	LS on LTE UE IMS emergency call support in Rel-9 and later (contact: Nokia)
	RAN5
	R5-110716
	noted
	R2-112589
	

	R2-111796
	LS on expected UE behaviour in the case of collision of paging occasion and CTCH (contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN5
	R5-110837
	noted
	postponed
	LS answer postponed in UTRA session; latest draft answer in R2-112416

	R2-111797
	LS on UE support of handovers between LTE FDD and LTE TDD (contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN5
	R5-110838
	noted
	postponed
	latest draft answer in R2-112411

	R2-111798
	Reply LS to R2-111713 and R2-111763 on Rel-10 UE capabilities (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN
	RP-110459
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111799
	LS on additional considerations of Relay Nodes in the LTE-Advanced material for Rec. ITU-R M.[IMT.RSPEC] to be submitted to ITU-R WP5D#10 (6-13 April, 2011) (contact: Telecom Italia)
	3GPP ITU-R ad hoc
	RT-110031
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111800
	Reply LS to R3-103110 = R2-106051 on GBR and MBR definition (contact: NEC)
	SA2
	S2-111180
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111801
	Reply LS to R3-103115 = R2-106053 on Applicability of Handover restriction list for CSFB (contact: NSN)
	SA2
	S2-111181
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111802
	LS on PS domain signalling congestion control for UMTS with NMO II (contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	S2-111205
	noted
	R2-112639
	

	R2-111803
	Reply LS to R2-110692 on CN node selection (contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	S2-111207
	noted
	R2-112640
	

	R2-111804
	LS on single radio video call continuity triggering mechanism at E-UTRAN (contact: Samsung)
	SA2
	S2-111236
	noted
	postponed
	latest draft answer in R2-112598

	R2-111805
	Reply LS to RT-110025 = R2-110740 on "Quality of Service requirements and objectives for wireless access systems" (contact: Telecom Italia)
	SA2
	S2-111261
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111806
	Reply LS to C1-110777 on Cell Broadcast Service for MOCN Shared Network (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	SA2
	S2-111272
	noted
	-
	C1-110777 was not sent to/cc RAN2

	R2-111807
	LS on managing RLF reporting within MDT (contact: NSN)
	SA5
	S5-103363
	noted
	R2-112638
	

	R2-111808
	Reply LS to R3-111060 = R2-111788 on Error Handling for Signalling Based MDT (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	SA5
	S5-111440
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111809
	Reply LS to R2-110700 on L2 measurements in DeNB having relay node (contact: NSN)
	SA5
	S5-111508
	noted
	R2-112617
	

	R2-111810
	Reply LS to S3-110203 = R2-110732 on Interaction with Trace for MDT (contact: Huawei)
	SA5
	S5-111522
	noted
	-
	

	R2-111811
	Reply LS to S3-110185 = R2-110731, S1-110172 = R2-110744, R3-110931 = R2-111556, R2-111714 on MDT User consent handling (contact: NSN)
	SA5
	S5-111525
	noted
	-
	RAN2 will wait for SA3/SA5

	R2-111812
	Reply LS to S2-111219 on MTC Planning and Prioritization (contact: Samsung)
	SA
	SP-110218
	noted
	-
	S2-111219 was not sent to/cc RAN2

	R2-111813
	LS on user consent in area or management based MDT activation (contact: NSN)
	SA
	SP-110230
	noted
	-
	RAN2 will wait for SA3/SA5

	R2-111814
	LS on Network Sharing (contact: TeliaSonera)
	SA
	SP-110234
	noted
	-
	

	R2-112551
	Reply LS to R1-105095 = R2-105283 on Rel-10 UE Categories and Capabilities (contact: Motorola)
	RAN4
	R4-112222
	noted
	-
	RAN2 received R1-105095 at RAN2 #71bis in Xian;

R4-112222 received on Tue of RAN2 #73bis

	R2-112556
	Reply LS to R2-111717 on applicability of the extended wait time per CN domain (contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	S2-112012
	noted
	-
	received on Wed of RAN2 #73bis

	R2-112620
	LS on Rel-10 UE capability for non-contiguous resource allocation (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN4
	R4-112313
	not treated
	?
	received on Fri of RAN2 #73bis


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: 46 LSs received for RAN2 #73bis (22 on LTE, 2 on UTRA, 22 on joint aspects)
· 3 resubmissions from RAN2 #73:
· R2-111772 = R3-110970 = R2-111683
· R2-111773 = R3-111010 = R2-111684
· R2-111774 = R4-111592 = R2-111568
· 45 of the 46 incoming LSs were noted, the following 1 incoming LS was not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #74:
· R2-112620 = R4-112313
· 3 of the 46 incoming LSs were received during the RAN2 #73bis meeting:

· R2-112551 = R4-112222
· R2-112556 = S2-112012
· R2-112620 = R4-112313
· For 3 incoming LSs an LS answer was postponed:

· R2-111796 = R5-110837
· R2-111797 = R5-110838
· R2-111804 = S2-111236
Annex E:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #73bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.

	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-112458
	Further enhancements for CELL_FACH
	RAN1
	-
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-11
	Cell_FACH_enh-Core
	agreed in UTRA session

	R2-112459
	Signalling support to de-activate HS-SCCH orders
	RAN3
	RAN1
	Ericsson
	-
	REL-8
	RANimp-DCHSDPA
	agreed in UTRA session

	R2-112588
	LPP protocol layering
	CT4
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	

	R2-112589
	LTE UE IMS emergency call support in Rel-9 and later
	SA1
	RAN5, SA2, CT1
	Alcatel-Lucent
	R5-110716 = R2-111795
	REL-9
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	

	R2-112597
	Expected UE behaviour for unknown NS values
	RAN4
	-
	Ericsson
	R4-110692 = R2-111792
	REL-8
	LTE-RF
	

	R2-112611
	CSI reporting and SCell deactivation
	RAN1
	RAN4
	LG
	-
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	

	R2-112617
	L2 measurements in DeNB having relay node
	SA5
	RAN3
	NSN
	S5-111508 = R2-111809
	REL-10
	LTE_Relay-Core
	

	R2-112624
	SR-VCC from LTE to UMTS
	RAN3, CT1, SA2
	-
	NSN
	-
	REL-8
	TEI8
	

	R2-112625
	Inter-RAT UMTS to LTE Reselection
	RAN4
	-
	NSN
	-
	REL-10
	TEI10
	

	R2-112626
	Immediate MDT in case of inter-PLMN handover
	RAN3, SA5
	-
	ZTE
	R3-111058 = R2-111787;

R3-111082 = R2-111790
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	

	R2-112637
	PLMN and CSG whitelist handling in H(e)NB
	CT1, SA2, GERAN
	-
	Renesas
	-
	REL-8
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23
	

	R2-112638
	Managing RLF reporting within MDT
	SA5
	RAN3
	NSN
	S5-103363 = R2-111807
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	

	R2-112639
	PS domain signalling congestion control for UMTS with NMO II
	SA2, CT1
	-
	NSN
	S2-111205 = R2-111802
	REL-10
	NIMTC
	

	R2-112640
	CN node selection
	SA2
	RAN, RAN3
	Ericsson
	S2-111207 = R2-111803
	REL-10
	eICIC_LTE-Core
	

	R2-112641
	RLF stage 2 agreements
	RAN3
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-10
	SONenh_LTE-Core
	

	R2-112642
	MDT UL Measurements
	SA5, RAN3, RAN1, RAN4
	-
	Mediatek
	-
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	

	R2-112644
	Maximum value of extended wait timer
	CT1
	RAN3, SA2, SA3
	Ericsson
	C1-111500 = R2-111776
	REL-10
	NIMTC-RAN_overload
	

	R2-112645
	PDSCH transmission in MBSFN subframes
	RAN1
	-
	CATT
	-
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	


Summary:

In total 18 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #73bis (0 of them agreed by email):
8 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 2 related to UTRA, 8 related to joint aspects.
Annex F:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #73bis
In total 109 in principle agreed CRs (including 12 which are implicitly in principle agreed since their cat.F CRs were in principle agreed, marked in yellow below) of
RAN2 #73bis will be resubmitted to RAN2 #74 (incl. cat.A: 48 CRs for UTRA 25.xxx/34.xxx specs, 55 CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, 6 CRs for joint 37.xxx specs).
Note: One REL-9 CR (R2-112318) among the 109 CRs was in principle agreed in the UTRA session. However, its corresponding REL-10 CR R2-112320 was not in principle agreed, therefore Tdoc and CR number for REL-9 CR was not automatically provided by MCC so R2-112318 will not be treated like an in principle agreed CR at RAN2 #74.
The following table includes already Tdoc and CR numbers allocated for RAN2 #74 for all in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #73bis:
Note: The table includes also 3 CRs that were just technically endorsed at RAN2 #73bis (but they are not counted in the 109 in principle agreed CRs).
	RAN2 #74 Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	SI/WI
	RAN2 #73bis Tdoc

	R2-112675
	CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	25.304
	0274
	-
	F
	REL-8
	HNB-supp
	R2-112628

	R2-112676
	CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	25.304
	0275
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112629

	R2-112677
	CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	25.304
	0276
	-
	A
	REL-10
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112630

	R2-112678
	Removing RoHC discrepancy
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.306
	0298
	-
	D
	REL-10
	RANimp-RABSE
	R2-112441

	R2-112679
	Modification on Measurement Occasion of HS-DSCH reception in CELL_FACH state (1.28Mcps TDD only)
	CATT
	25.308
	0113
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-111881

	R2-112680
	Modification on Measurement Occasion of HS-DSCH reception in CELL_FACH state (1.28Mcps TDD only)
	CATT
	25.308
	0114
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-111885

	R2-112681
	Modification on Measurement Occasion of HS-DSCH reception in CELL_FACH state (1.28Mcps TDD only)
	CATT
	25.308
	0115
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-111894

	R2-112682
	Removal of open issues related to 4C-HSDPA
	Intel Corporation
	25.308
	0116
	-
	F
	REL-10
	4C_HSDPA-Core
	R2-112437

	R2-112683
	Remove DB-DC-HSDPA configurations 4 and 5
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	25.317
	0001
	-
	F
	REL-10
	RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
	R2-111899

	R2-112684
	Removing RoHC discrepancy
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.323
	0323
	-
	D
	REL-10
	RANimp-RABSE
	R2-112442

	R2-112685
	25.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	25.331
	4577
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112507

	R2-112686
	25.331 correction on CSG identity validity to allow introduction of CSG RAN sharing
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	25.331
	4578
	-
	A
	REL-10
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112634

	R2-112687
	Clarification to setting of dedicated priorities
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.331
	4579
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10
	R2-112168

	R2-112688
	Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Coporation
	25.331
	4580
	-
	F
	REL-8
	TEI8
	R2-112512

	R2-112689
	Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Coporation
	25.331
	4581
	-
	A
	REL-9
	TEI8
	R2-112513

	R2-112690
	Correction for SR-VCC Parameter Setting
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Coporation
	25.331
	4582
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI8
	R2-112514

	R2-112691
	Correction to enhanced security mode procedure handling when waiting for delayed L2 ACK
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.331
	4583
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10
	R2-112455

	R2-112692
	Correction to the CELL_DCH measurement occasion for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4584
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9
	R2-112140

	R2-112693
	Correction to the CELL_DCH measurement occasion for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4585
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9
	R2-112141

	R2-112694
	Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4586
	-
	F
	REL-7
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	R2-112429

	R2-112695
	Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4587
	-
	A
	REL-8
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	R2-112430

	R2-112696
	Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4588
	-
	A
	REL-9
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	R2-112431

	R2-112697
	Correction to the E-PUCH TS configuration list for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4589
	-
	A
	REL-10
	LCRTDD-EDCH-L23
	R2-112432

	R2-112698
	Correction to the HS-SCCH system info for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4590
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-112433

	R2-112699
	Correction to the HS-SCCH system info for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4591
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-112434

	R2-112700
	Correction to the HS-SCCH system info for 1.28Mcps TDD
	ZTE
	25.331
	4592
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
	R2-112435

	R2-112701
	Corrections to T321 and enhanced UE DRX operation upon transition to CELL_FACH state
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4593
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-DRX
	R2-112451

	R2-112702
	Corrections to T321 and enhanced UE DRX operation upon transition to CELL_FACH state
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4594
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-DRX
	R2-112451

	R2-112703
	Corrections to T321 and enhanced UE DRX operation upon transition to CELL_FACH state
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4595
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-DRX
	R2-112451

	R2-112704
	Fast Dormancy correction for releasing radio bearers
	Alcatel-Lucent
	25.331
	4596
	-
	F
	REL-8
	TEI8
	R2-112195

	R2-112705
	Fast Dormancy correction for releasing radio bearers
	Alcatel-Lucent
	25.331
	4597
	-
	A
	REL-9
	TEI8
	R2-112195

	R2-112706
	Fast Dormancy correction for releasing radio bearers
	Alcatel-Lucent
	25.331
	4598
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI8
	R2-112195

	R2-112707
	Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	25.331
	4599
	-
	F
	REL-8
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-112423

	R2-112708
	Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
	Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.331
	4600
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-112046

	R2-112709
	Further clarification on UE behavior during state transition from CELL_PCH/URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
	Huawei, Hisilicon, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.331
	4601
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState
	R2-112047

	R2-112710
	Further considerations for MTC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4602
	-
	C
	REL-10
	NIMTC-RAN_overload
	R2-112254

	R2-112711
	Handling of START value due to an RLC reestablishment when DL RLC PDU size is reconfigured from fixed to flexible with 15-bit LI
	Intel Corporation
	25.331
	4603
	-
	F
	REL-7
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-111996

	R2-112712
	Handling of START value due to an RLC reestablishment when DL RLC PDU size is reconfigured from fixed to flexible with 15-bit LI
	Intel Corporation
	25.331
	4604
	-
	A
	REL-8
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-111996

	R2-112713
	Handling of START value due to an RLC reestablishment when DL RLC PDU size is reconfigured from fixed to flexible with 15-bit LI
	Intel Corporation
	25.331
	4605
	-
	A
	REL-9
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-111996

	R2-112714
	Handling of START value due to an RLC reestablishment when DL RLC PDU size is reconfigured from fixed to flexible with 15-bit LI
	Intel Corporation
	25.331
	4606
	-
	A
	REL-10
	RANimp-L2DataRates
	R2-111996

	R2-112715
	Removing RoHC discrepancy
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	25.331
	4607
	-
	D
	REL-10
	RANimp-RABSE
	R2-112443

	R2-112716
	Reporting of CSG VAS cell in case of CSG Inter-frequency Measurements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4608
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112150

	R2-112717
	Reporting of CSG VAS cell in case of CSG Inter-frequency Measurements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4609
	-
	A
	REL-10
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112150

	R2-112718
	Tabular and ASN.1 alignment: MBMS
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	25.331
	4610
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MBMS-RAN
	R2-112447

	R2-112719
	TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO, INC
	25.331
	4611
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112457

	R2-112720
	Updated value range for the Extended Wait Timer
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	25.331
	4612
	-
	F
	REL-10
	NIMTC-RAN_overload
	R2-112255

	-
	Measurement ID extension
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Renesas Electronics Europe, Nokia Siemens Networks, InterDigital
	25.331
	-
	-
	B
	REL-9
	RANimp-DC_HSUPA
	R2-112318

	R2-112721
	Conditionaly mandate the support of test loop mode 4 for the UEs supporting UTRA only
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	34.109
	0049
	-
	B
	REL-8
	TEI8
	R2-111980

	R2-112722
	clarification on redirection in 36.300
	ZTE
	36.300
	0359
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112580

	R2-112723
	CR to 36.300 for eICIC updates
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
	36.300
	0360
	-
	F
	REL-10
	eICIC_LTE-Core
	R2-112599

	R2-112724
	Update of the MCCH Structure description for CountingRequest message
	IPWireless Inc.
	36.300
	0361
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MBMS_LTE_enh-Core
	R2-112559

	R2-112725
	Corrections to 36.302
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.302
	0027
	-
	D
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112585

	R2-112726
	CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	36.304
	0152
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-112631

	R2-112727
	CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	36.304
	0153
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112632

	R2-112728
	CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	36.304
	0154
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112633

	R2-112729
	Corrections to Align Stage2 with Stage3
	CATT
	36.305
	0025
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LCS_LTE
	R2-112553

	R2-112730
	Corrections to Align Stage2 with Stage3
	CATT
	36.305
	0026
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9, LCS_LTE
	R2-112554

	R2-112731
	Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.305
	0027
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	R2-112568

	R2-112732
	Corrections to the LPP protocol layering
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.305
	0028
	-
	A
	REL-10
	LCS_LTE
	R2-112569

	R2-112733
	Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	36.306
	0046
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-112608

	R2-112734
	Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	36.306
	0047
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112609

	R2-112735
	Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	36.306
	0048
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112610

	R2-112736
	CR to 36.306 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	36.306
	0049
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112619

	R2-112737
	Options for CSFB to GSM
	TeliaSonera
	36.306
	0050
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112159

	R2-112738
	Options for CSFB to GSM
	TeliaSonera
	36.306
	0051
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112515

	R2-113164
	CR to 36.306 on UE capabilities for time domain ICIC measurement restrictions
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	36.306
	(0057)
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112546

	R2-112739
	L2 measurements in an eNB serving RNs
	Ericsson
	36.314
	0021
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_Relay-Core
	R2-112643

	R2-112740
	CQI reporting and deactivation timer
	LG Electronics Inc.
	36.321
	0466
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	R2-112270

	R2-112741
	Miscellaneous Corrections
	Rapporteur (Ericsson)
	36.321
	0467
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	R2-112560

	R2-112742
	Pcmax,c reporting for type 2 PH
	Panasonic
	36.321
	0468
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core
	R2-112281

	R2-112743
	Type-1-triggered SRS transmission independent of DRX
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.321
	0469
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_UL_MIMO-Core
	R2-112158

	R2-112744
	UL transmissions when the timeAlignmentTimer is not running
	NTT DOCOMO, Fujitsu
	36.321
	0470
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112616

	R2-112745
	Add MBMS counting procedure to processing delay requirement for RRC procedure Section 11.2
	Alcatel-Lucent
	36.331
	0651
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MBMS_LTE_enh-Core
	R2-112207

	R2-112746
	Add pre Rel-10 procedures to processing delay requirement for RRC procedure Section 11.2
	Alcatel-Lucent
	36.331
	0652
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112206

	R2-112747
	Add pre Rel-10 procedures to processing delay requirement for RRC procedure Section 11.2
	Alcatel-Lucent
	36.331
	0653
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112206

	R2-112748
	Addition of a specific reference for physical configuration fields
	Samsung
	36.331
	0654
	-
	B
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core
	R2-112300

	R2-112749
	36.331 CR on CQI-ReportConfig-r10
	Samsung, Qualcomm
	36.331
	0655
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, eICIC_LTE-Core
	R2-112558

	R2-112750
	Clarification of inter-frequency RSTD measurement indication procedure
	Samsung
	36.331
	0656
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112578

	R2-112751
	Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	36.331
	0657
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112604

	R2-112752
	Clarification of optionality of UE features without capability
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
	36.331
	0658
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112605

	R2-112753
	Clarification on csg-Identity of SIB1
	ZTE
	36.331
	0659
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-111939

	R2-112754
	Clarification on the definition of maxCellBlack
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	0660
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112579

	R2-112755
	Clarification on upper layer requested connection release
	HTC
	36.331
	0661
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112153

	R2-112756
	Clarification regarding eICIC measurements
	Samsung
	36.331
	0662
	-
	F
	REL-10
	eICIC_LTE-Core
	R2-112575

	R2-112757
	CR for s-measure handling
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	0663
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112538

	R2-112758
	CR on clarification of RLF Report in Carrier Aggregation
	Panasonic
	36.331
	0664
	-
	F
	REL-10
	SONenh_LTE-Core
	R2-112285

	R2-112759
	CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	36.331
	0665
	-
	F
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	R2-112614

	R2-112760
	CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	36.331
	0666
	-
	F
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112635

	R2-112761
	CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
	Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	36.331
	0667
	-
	A
	REL-10
	EHNB-RAN2
	R2-112636

	R2-112762
	FGI bit for handover between LTE FDD/TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	36.331
	0668
	-
	F
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112612

	R2-112763
	FGI bit for handover between LTE FDD/TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	36.331
	0669
	-
	A
	REL-10
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	R2-112613

	R2-112764
	Further updates on L1 parameters
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0670
	-
	B
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core
	R2-112557

	R2-112765
	General error handling for extension fields
	Samsung
	36.331
	0671
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112219

	R2-112766
	Inclusion of ECGI(2) and Time(1) for RLF report
	ZTE
	36.331
	0672
	-
	F
	REL-10
	SONenh_LTE-Core
	R2-112586

	R2-112767
	Introduction of TCE ID for logged MDT
	Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC, ZTE, New Postcom, CATT, CATR, China Unicom
	36.331
	0673
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112570

	R2-112768
	Miscellaneous corrections
	Rapporteur (Samsung)
	36.331
	0674
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112543

	R2-112769
	PLMN check for MDT logging
	MediaTek Inc
	36.331
	0675
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112571

	R2-112770
	Updates of mandatory information in AS-Config
	Ericsson & ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0676
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core
	R2-112577

	R2-112771
	UE actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	0677
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112025

	R2-112772
	Clarification on bandEUTRA-r10 and supportedBandListEUTRA
	Samsung
	36.331
	0678
	-
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_CA-core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core
	R2-112647

	R2-112773
	Updated value range for the Extended Wait Timer
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0679
	-
	F
	REL-10
	NIMTC-RAN_overload
	R2-112256

	R2-112774
	Value range of DRX-InactivityTimer
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	36.331
	0680
	-
	C
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112584

	R2-113159
	CR to 36.331 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features - Alt.1
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	36.331
	(0708)
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112544

	R2-113160
	CR to 36.331 on UE capabilities for Rel-10 LTE features - Alt. 2
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	36.331
	(0709)
	-
	F
	REL-10
	TEI10, LTE-L23
	R2-112618

	R2-112775
	Clarifications to description of OTDOA positioning fields
	Intel Corporation
	36.355
	0059
	-
	F
	REL-9
	LCS_LTE
	R2-112523

	R2-112776
	Clarifications to description of OTDOA positioning fields
	Intel Corporation
	36.355
	0060
	-
	A
	REL-10
	LCS_LTE
	R2-112523

	R2-112777
	Clarification for logged MDT measurement configuration effectiveness
	ZTE
	37.320
	0014
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112623

	R2-112778
	Correction of log availability reporting
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
	37.320
	0015
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112439

	R2-112779
	Immediate MDT context handling during inter-PLMN handover
	Huawei
	37.320
	0016
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112622

	R2-112780
	MDT UL network measurements
	MediaTek Inc
	37.320
	0017
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112516

	R2-112781
	Signalling based Immediate MDT initiation with area scope configuration
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	37.320
	0018
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112518

	R2-112782
	TCE ID parameter for logged MDT
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, INC
	37.320
	0019
	-
	F
	REL-10
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core
	R2-112400


Annex G:
RAN WG2 meeting #73bis post processing

Email discussions/approvals
Rapporteur companies are requested to kick-off email discussions as soon as possible via the RAN2 email reflector. Important: In the beginning of the subject of each email the corresponding identifier [...] of the email discussion has to be used in order to allow sorting of the different email discussions.

Email discussions with finalisation date of Thursday 21 April 2011 midnight Pacific time:

[73b#01] - UMTS/LTE: Alignment of NAS and AS handling of CSG cells [Nokia]

-
Review of CRs in:


- 25.304 CRs in R2-112500, R2-112501 and R2-112502


- 36.304 CRs in R2-112503, R2-112504 and R2-112505


- 36.331 CRs in R2-112509, R2-112510

=>

Intended output: in principle agreed CRs to be provided in:


- 25.304 in R2-112628, R2-112629, R2-112630


- 36.304 in R2-112631, R2-112632, R2-112633


- 36.331 in R2-112635, R2-112636

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Jarkko Koskela (Nokia) on 17.04.2011.




The following 8 CRs:
R2-112628
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
25.304

-
F
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-8
HNB-supp

R2-112629
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
25.304

-
F
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112630
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
25.304

-
A
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-10
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112631
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
36.304

-
F
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-112632
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
36.304

-
F
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112633
CR to align NAS and AS for handling of CSG cells
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
36.304

-
F
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-10
TEI10, EHNB-RAN2
R2-112635
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
36.331

-
F
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-112636
CR to remove linking of primary PLMN to CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
CR
36.331

-
A
email discussion [73b#01]
REL-10
EHNB-RAN2



were in principle agreed on 27.04.2011.
[73b#02] - LTE: Update of In-device coexistence TR 36.816 [CMCC]

-
Come to agreeable update of 36.816 capturing agreements from RAN2#73bis

=>

Intended outcome: v.1.2.1 in R2-112582 (with revision marks);


MCC will afterwards allocate Tdoc for v1.3.0 (without revision marks)

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Zhenping Hu (CMCC) on 19.04.2011.




Contents of TR 36.816 v1.2.1 in R2-112582 was accepted by RAN2.



RAN2 agreed TR 36.816 v1.3.0 was provided in R2-112648 on 24.04.2011.
Email discussions with finalisation by submission deadline of RAN2 #74, i.e. Monday 2 May 2011 midnight Pacific time:

[73b#03] - UMTS: Signaling details for support for non-adjacent aggregation [Qualcomm]

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report with summary of proposal(s) and draft CR(s)
conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Aziz Gholmieh (Qualcomm) on 27.04.2011.




Email discussion summary is provided to RAN2 #74 in R2-113078.
[73b#04] - UMTS: way forward for special value of HE field [Renesas]

-
What solution can be expected for REL-8?

-
Extended REL-7 proposal to REL-8
-
Other:

-
Do we need an RRC CR for REL-8/9/10 (REL-8 depends on answer to first question)


-
Verification of RLC CR for REL-8/9/10 (REL-8 depends on answer to first question)

=>

Intended outcome: CR package for special value of HE field

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Keichi Kubota (Renesas) on 18.04.2011.




The following CRs are provided to RAN2 #74:




25.331 (RRC) REL-7/8/9/10: R2-113018/R2-113020/R2-112847/R2-112848




25.322 (RLC) REL-9/REL-10:R2-113021/R2-113022.
[73b#05] - UMTS: discussion on ANR CRs and open issues [Huawei]

-
Review the draft CRs and how agreements are captured

-
Review the list of open issues and discuss proposals on how to solve them

-
If there is consensus on an open issue, the solution can be captured in the CR but it must be 
clearly highlighted

=>

Intended outcome: Email report and draft CRs for 25.304 and 25.331

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Xudong Yang (Huawei) on 21.04.2011.




Email discussion summary, 25.304 REL-10 CR and 25.331 REL-10 CR are provided 

to RAN2 #74 in R2-113375, R2-113001 and R2-113002, respectively.
[73b#06] - LTE: Handling of Rel-10 defaults [Ericsson]

see R2-112577

-
Email discussion in order to conclude on:


1) Handling/specification of REL-10 IE defaults


2) Switch between REL-8->REL-10 critical extension



-
Is usage of full configuration message sufficient or should more advanced mechanisms 


be introduced ?



-
Chairman's note: Has this problem ever been addressed in UMTS?

=>

Intended outcome: Email report and draft CR

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Tao Cui (Ericsson) on 21.04.2011.




Email discussion summary is provided to RAN2 #74 in R2-113240.
[73b#07] - LTE: BSR cancellation [Ericsson]

see R2-111950

-
Do we need a clarification that a padding BSR can never cancel regular/periodic BSR,

and that all padding BSRs are cancelled after current TTI. If so, how?

=>

Intended output: Email discussion report and if required, draft CRs

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Lisa Boström (Ericsson) on 20.04.2011.




Email discussion summary is provided to RAN2 #74 in R2-112985.
[73b#08] - LTE: HetNet simulation assumptions [Alcatel-Lucent]

see R2-112246

-
Continuation of already ongoing email discussion on hetnet simulation assumptions

=>

Intended output: Try to come to first text proposal, and if necessary list of further issues to be 

discussed.

conclusion:
Email discussion was kicked off by Jialin Zou (Alcatel-Lucent) on 19.04.2011.




Email discussion summary is provided to RAN2 #74 in R2-113177.
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