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1 Opening of the meeting (9AM)

1.1 Call for IPR

	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

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

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

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


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

2 Approval of the agenda

This meeting should only treat issues related to LTE RRC: a topic that should thus e.g. not be discussed is the functional split between RRC and MAC/L1 signalling for semi-persistent scheduling.
Although the main focus of the meeting will not be on all parameter details, still we will try to also progress PDU contents. Therefore parameter proposals on how to configure the lower layers for functionality already agreed to be configured with RRC can be submitted/discussed. However this should only concern non-controversial parameters (e.g. L1: PUCCH resources, MAC: max HARQ,..). It is requested that the rapporteurs/companies of rapporteurs take a leading role in this.
R2-075510:
Agenda for LTE RRC ad-hoc WG Chairman

=> Approved


(structured agenda in RP-075573 on ETSI server)

	Timeplan
	

	Thursday Morning
	Start from Section 3

	Thursday Afternoon
	4.1, return to section 3

	Thursday Evening 
	?

	Friday
	4.2, 4.3, 4.4, return to section 3, left-overs


3 RRC topics (roughly day 1)
3.1 Procedures / PDU’s
3.1.1 Additional procedures/messages ?

Which additional procedures/messages are needed e.g. setup complete, connection release, connection reject, dedicated SMC message, dedicated messages for UE capability transfer ?
Connection establishment
R2-075512:
Need for RRC Connection Setup Complete and RRC Connection Reject Ericsson
· Samsung asks what the reason is for the SETUP COMPLETE ? Is not any UL L3 message sufficient as confirmation for the setup ? Before that there is probably nothing the network wants to do. Ericssons main concern is the fact that TM is used.
· Motorola thinks the main thing is how we call the msg. It is correct that some additional information is needed (e.g. selected PLMN).

· ALU asks what happens if the SETUP COMPL is not received ? Ericsson thinks maybe the network could repeat it but we can think about it.

· ALU asks what is the real gain of SETUP COMPLETE compared to INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER ? Nortel supports having the SETUP COMPLETE. 
· HUAWEI asks when the RRC connection is considered completed by the UE ? E.g. does it need to receive the L2 ACK on the RRC CON COMPL ? Ericsson thinks that the connection could be considered established by the UE when the RRC CONN SETUP is received. 

· Motorola asks on which SRB the SETUP COMPLETE is sent ? Motorola proposes SRB1. No objections

· NEC wonders whether really the NAS message needs to be contained in the COMPL or whether it is enough to allow multiplexing in the same TB (MAC/RLC) ? Panasonic thinks that a big NAS msg may require segmentation. So maybe it is simpler just to concatenate.
· Motorola thinks we should only sent 1 msg which includes the NAS msg. 

· Chairman assumes that in the normal IDLE->ACTIVE we only have 1 msg (indicated before the size limitation to other groups). Nokia thinks we should maybe only have 1 approach, so then it should always be one msg. So also e.g. in ATTACH case there should be 1 msg.

· Panasonic is also fine to always include the NAS information in the RRC SETUP COMP

· So this would mean that e.g. in the IDLE->ACTIVE typically the SETUP COMPL would not be segmented, but e.g. in the ATTACH case the message might quite typically be segmented. Anyway, the eNB cannot do much before it has received the NAS message.
· Samsung points out that we might have to take care that we don’t add non essential RRC information for the IDLE->ACTIVE case

Section 2.3: Bullet 1

· Samsung indicates that currently we specify that the loosing UE will restart immediately. Why change this ?

=>  Not agreed

Section 2.3: Bullet 2/3
· Motorola thinks this would rely on how we handle error cases in general. So they would like to defer this point to after that decision. Huawei agrees to this.

=>  Not agreed for now
Section 2.3: Bullet 4

=>  Agreed

Section 2.3: Bullet 5

· Motorola wonders what the scenario is ? User hangs up ? Huawei indicates we have this in GSM, but a L3 msg was sent. Motorola clarifies that the CC has its own abort. Motorola thinks that the timeframe for this to occur is very short (e.g. 100ms). Then it seems like overspecifyiing.  Anyway we need a mechanism to release the connection on UE initiative immediately after the connection setup.
· QC wonders whether this decision does not depend on when the UE should consider the procedure to be succesfull ?
· Samsung assumes that we do not really need to specify UE behaviour. If the network does not receive a response on the SETUP COMPL, it will have to handle it (abort locally).

=>  Not agreed
Section 2.3: Bullet 6

· Infineon agrees that all access restrictions should be checked in the new cell, but there is probably a better place to formulate this.

· Huawei asks how this works if we would have service specific access barring ? Is this checking done by AS or by NAS ? Does the AS know whether this connection is for voice, or some other service ? QC agrees that this could lead to some complications (AS contacting NAS with the new access barring information). NTT thinks that maybe this could be based on the establishment cause that AS obtained from NAS (so no need to involve NAS again).  So it would be an AS solution. 
· Huawei wonders if there is anything in the NAS message which is dependant on the accessed cell ? Nokia assumes that whenever cell reselection occurs, we should abort the AS procedure and inform NAS. Then NAS should decide how to continue. Tmob thinks this might not be needed unless you select another TAI. Infineon thinks this could be left to implementation to some extend. Infineon thinks that there is definity the case where we have a SERVICE REQ initiated, but then a new TA is selected and we first have to perform a TAU.
· Infineon thinks we could model it as that the procedure aborts at any cell reselection, and then NAS has to indicate how to continue. Samsung thinks that is not what we have today in UMTS.

· Motorola thinks that there is a key difference between UMTS and LTE here. The connection establishment is very quick, so there is a very low probability of cell reselection during the connection establishment. So Motorola thinks that we could probably afford to have this handled at NAS since it should be really infrequent. Huawei thinks that the femto cell should also be considered.

=>   Can think further about handling cell reselection during connection establishment and 
       come back in a next meeting.

Section 2.3: Bullet 7

· ALU asks for further clarification ? The UE MAC is already handling the “T-CRNTI”. So if there is no reallocation there is nothing to indicate.
· Infineon thinks this is mainly a modelling issue.
· Huawei thinks the RRC spec should be clear on how the C-RNTI is handled.
· Currently we cannot re-assign the C-RNTI in the SETUP. So the only thing RRC could indicate to MAC is that contention resolution is resolved.

· Samsung thinks that in general we should not specify to much layer interaction. Infineon thinks that due to the fact that we have some pseudo code approach for RRC, we will have to say something.

· We could specify that “the T-RNTI is now promoted to the C-RNTI”.

=>  New formulation agreed.
R2-075561:
RRC connection control messages NEC
· Tmob asks if this means that redirection to another freq/RAT would based on a release message. NEC confirms. So you would let the connection be established and then release.
· Nortel wonders what the eNB should do if it is really much overloaded and cannot establish S1 anymore ? Nortel sees some benefits of a reject. Also to handle sudden peaks in cell load. Infineon agrees that there could be very dynamic cases, and the access class barring information should be more static.
· NEC now also sees some benefits for sudden overload cases.
· Chairman asks if a normal RRC connection release can only be sent after having contacted the MME ?  Probably not ?
· NTT support the reject, but an alternative solution for the eNB would be just not to respond.

· Tmob thinks you could redirect based on capabilities that all UE’s have.

· Motorola thinks that a CONN REJ would be sent on CCCH, and a potential CONN REL would be sent on DCCH. This might lead to some differences in contents.
· NEC/Motorola think that if we agreed on a CONN REJ, we should at least limit the functionality e.g. to


1) Reject + Wait time on the same carrier.


2) Redirections to carriers in the same band

· ALU was also not so much in favour of the msg, but if we have it we should limit the functionality as much as possible.
	Main agreements (also see above for some detailed agreements):

· On receipt of a successful SETUP, the T-RNTI is promoted to the C-RNTI

· Will have a RRC CONNECTION SETUP COMPLETE which is sent on SRB1

· RRC CONNECTION SETUP COMPLETE will contain the NAS message
· We will have an RRC CONNECTION REJECT message which is to be sent on CCCH, for which we agree that the supported functionality should really be very limited. Currently the only supported functionality considered necessary is:
1) Reject + Wait time on the same carrier.


Separate Connection release procedure ?
R2-075561:
RRC connection control messages NEC
· Nokia thinks it might be good to have a complete message but they do not have a strong opinion. 
· Samsung thinks we should not have a COMPL message.
· It was asked what absence of the COMPL means for the UE behaviour. Probably it means that after having sent the corresponding RL STATUS msg, the UE can “disconnect”.

· Ericsson thinks we should have a REL COMPL because it is important for the network to know when the UE has really released.

· NEC thinks that since there is no failure case, there is no need for a complete message.

· If we would have the COMPL, then probably the UE should wait for the STATUS msg containing the ACK. Motorola points out that in this case it is unclear to the UE how long it should wait for the ACK.

· Huawei thinks a COMPL msg is needed, and then the C-RNTI can be released. 

· There was support for the problem of the UE having to wait for an ACK on the COMPL. Therefore a better solution might be to have the network repeat the CON REL multiple times (and no COMPL).

· In UMTS, in CELL_FACH we sent on AM and UE waits for L2 ACK. In CELL_DCH, the UE sends the REL COMPL multiple times (N302) on UM. 
· QC sees no L3 information in the COMPL message. So the L2 ACK contains all the semantics. Infineon thinks the major difference between the two cases is that the L2 ACK could be lost, an a L3 msg not (if the UE waits for the L2 ACK).

· Motorola agrees that the L2 ACK is sufficient for the network, but how can we ensure that the UE will have sufficient time to sent that ACK. At least the UE should be able to complete HARQ transmissions, but maybe we should also allow another RLC poll.
· Ericsson thinks that also on L3 the contents could be wrong.

· Infineon thinks we are not in a hurry at connection release, so why not have a L3 handshake.

· Two options:


1) For now there is no need for a L3 confirmation msg (12)


2) We have a L3 confirmation msg  (4)


     => We will not have a L3 confirmation msg (unless ofcourse it is shown in the future that it 

          does not work without it).
R2-075557:
RRC release and SMC messages vs. RCR message Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

	Agreements:

· We will have an RRC CONNECTION RELEASE msg
· We will not have a RRC CONNECTION RELEASE COMPL msg. Details on how long the UE has to try delivering the RLC STATUS information to the eNB are FFS.
· Move the layer priority/timer information to the RRC CONNECTION RELEASE msg


Separate SMC ?
R2-075537:
SMC and measurements Alcatel-Lucent
· ALU is open to whether we have a separate SMC or not.
· Samsung asks why the measurements is the main issue, and not the RB SETUP ? ALU thought it was already agreed that there is no joint RB SETUP and security start. Richard clarified that in his understanding we have agreed that security and RB SETUP are handled separately always at normal RRC Connection establishment in E_UTRAN. It seems that in the last RRC conference call this decision was linked to the existence of having a separate message or not.

· Panasonic would not like to exclude the possibilty to have security and RB SETUP in one message (they see no benefit of excluding it). Ericsson thinks the RB should always be ciphered.

· Motorola thinks it is clear that if we want to have a ciphered RB SETUP, we need two separate messages. So Motorola sees 2 remaining open issues.

· For normal RRC connection establishment:


1) Security and RB SETUP will always be handled with 2 separate msg’s  (10)


2) Security and RB SETUP could be handled with 1 msg (1)

=>  Will always use 2 messages 


R2-075517:
Start of AS security Ericsson
· Infineon asks for the GSM->EUTRAN, the message is not Integrity protected by E-UTRAN ? Ericsson thinks it is sufficient to have protection by GERAN.
· So for intra-LTE and inter-RAT mobility it is clear that security information is inside the RECONFIGURATION msg. The question is whether for the normal AS security activation at CONN ESTABLIHSMENT we want to have it outside the RECONFIGURATION msg ?

· Ericsson agrees that this introduces rules of what information can be sent together in the reconfiguration message.
· ALU sees some benefits for the specification with option 1. Huawei agrees with this. Samsung thinks it would be simpler not to have the separate procedure.

Agree that:

=> At intra-LTE handover, one msg will handle security and possible RB reconfiguration

=> At inter-RAT handover, one msg will handle security and RB Setup.

· So for the initial AS security activation at normal RRC connection setup, two options:

1) Will have a special SMC msg (only for normal AS security activation), followed by a reconfiguration message (RB setup and other stuff)  [9]
2) We use 2 reconfiguration messages, 1 with only security, and the other doing other stuff [2]
=>  We will have a separate SMC message for activating the security in the initial AS security 
      activation.

· Samsung asks if the SMC procedure is 3 messages (with COMPL and FAILURE) ? It is clear we have a COMPLETE (we already agreed that it would be 2 independent procedures). Question is whether we need a failure message ? Ericsson thinks a failure message is needed also. 

· QC thinks the procedure could fail because e.g. SIM disconnect. However it could be handled with the COMPL message with a failure code.
· Samsung thinks that since it is now a separate procedure, maybe no response would be needed. Motorola confirms that it was already agreed that both in case of security success and failure, an unciphered response message would be sent.

=>  Have SMC COMPLETE and SMC FAILURE and both are sent unciphered.
	Agreements:
   Normal RRC connection establishment

· Start of security and radio bearer setup will be handled by two separate messages always. The first msg will be a special SMC message (only security activation), and the second msg will be a reconfiguration message.

· The SMC procedure will consist of 3 messages: SMC, COMPL and FAILURE message. Both response messages are sent unciphered.
· SMC (initial access) will contain IP and ciphering algorithms

Intra-LTE Handover

· One msg will handle security and possible RB reconfigurations
· Reconfiguration message will contain IP and ciphering algorithms and some indication of whether new Kasme derived keys should be used (details FFS)

Inter-RAT handover

· One msg will handle security and RB Setup.


R2-075517:
Start of AS security Ericsson (section 3)

 Proposal 3:
· Infineon asks if this proposal is for initial activation only. Ericsson confirmed.

=> Agreed

Proposal 4:

· Chairman asks if this security derivation is already agreed by SA3 ? Ericsson can check.

· Samsung assumes that the NAS information is sent unciphered. So is the NAS information really verified.

=> Can come back later/next meeting.

Proposal 5:

=> Agreed

=> So both for connection establishment, and interRAT mobility to E-UTRAN, since we have a 
     new KeNB, it is ok to set the COUNT to zero.

Proposal 2:

· Huawei agrees that there is a need to indicate whether the old or new key should be used at a handover.
· Something like the KSI seems needed: e.g. when you have a handover almost colliding with the end of the authentication, will the next handover start to use the new key or still continue with the old key (basically did the eNB receive a new keNB due to the new Kasme).

· Huawei asks if the UE is supposed to have the same performance regardless of whether old or new Kasme is used ? Ericsson did not consider this in relation to UE performance.
· Samsung questioned whether the KSI is also proposed for the SMC ? This is not proposed. Motorola agrees that if the KSI is in the NAS message, then any KSI ambiguity should have been resolved before the SMC is executed.
· So the proposal from Ericsson is:


- SMC (initial access): both algorithms.


- intra-LTE handover: both algorithms and KSI.

· Alternative would be to have a separate indicator (key change/no key change), and only in the case of Kasme change indicate the KSI.

· Infineon asks if there is other information to be indicated when there is a change of KSI ? Nobody seems to have identified that.

· ALU asks if we always have the same ciphering algorithm for UP and CP ?  No clear opinions. Today there is no separate algorithms so untill we receive clear counter indications, we will keep it this way.
=>  Agreement is captured in agreement box above.
R2-075557:
RRC release and SMC messages vs. RCR message Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

=> Noted

R2-075540:
Security and bearer setup procedures Qualcomm Europe

=> Noted

R2-075568:
Activation for Key Change in LTE_ACTIVE State HUAWEI
· Focus now on “key change in active mode”.

· Motorola wonders how you would synchronise the key change when you would use an SMC. This synchronisation is inherently present in the handover. Huawei sees different possibilities, but we could align to the handover.
· Chairman thinks that if the performance of the handover solution is sufficient, we should probably not spent time on other solutions for Rel-8.

· Huawei is worried about linking the two cases (handover and key change) forever.
=>  Not much support for introducing a complete new procedure different from the handover 
       in Rel-8 for key change.
UE capability handling
R2-075515:
UE Capability Transfer Ericsson
· NEC wonders about the “value tag”. If they are uploaded every time they change, why do we need a value tag ? This will indicate a trigger to the network to ask for the new UE capabilities. NEC thinks maybe 1 bit would be sufficient.
· Motorola is asking for a realistic case why the MME would not have the correct UE capabilities ?  Ericsson thinks capabilities could change while the UE is in LTE_IDLE. Tmob thinks that “unlimited power” could be one example.

· Nokia thinks that in UMTS originally there were no mechanisms for the UE to indicate its updated capabilities. However in LTE we can do better. Nokia sees no reason to not have the UE take the initiative for indicating updated capabilities. Motorola agrees. Also QC agrees. In UMTS we made the mistake not to have this from the beginning.
· NEC thinks the benefit of having the dynamic capabilities is not that obvious.
· QC thinks the UMTS effort for Rel-8 shows that it is much more difficult to introduce it later. Chairman thinks that this was partly due to the fact that the mechanism was already introduced in Rel99 but not useable.

Proposal 1:
· Samsung points out that bits in this message are really costly. What can the network really do with this ? Would the basic Rel-8 capabilities not always be sufficient for this short period of time ? Same argument could have been made in UMTS....
· Motorola thinks we don’t need to introduce anything until we would want to introduce an optimised RRC connection establishment message. E.g. only in the 4th release there could be a change in the procedure.
· Ericsson thinks that then at least we should allow extensions of the CONNECTION REQ/SETUP.

=>  Don’t need this now, but might add a “support for optimised Connection Establishment” in 
      a future release.

Proposal 2:

· ALU wonders if this proposal is linked to the ongoing discussion on the reflector on AS/NAS concatenation/inclusion. Ericsson does not see a direct relation
· Samsung repeats the issue on the validation: is the information from NAS reliable.
· Motorola thinks that proposal2 is in line with what we have decided the last RAN2 meeting.
· ALU wonders if failure of the default bearer setup is related to this ? Seems not so related.

· Main assumptions are:


- AS/NAS UE security capabilities are the same


- we can trust the security capabilities we receive from the MME.

=>  We take this as a working assumption, but should sent an LS from the beginning of our next RAN2 meeting to check these assumptions with SA3/CT1 (Ericsson)
Proposal 3:

· NEC would like to revert the decision to get the UE AS capabilities again exchanged at NAS level. This because we already use this mechanism for the security capabilities. Chairman indicates that we should not try to revert taken decisions unless there is really big problems. QC thinks that if we send the AS capabilities in the same RRC message as that contains the NAS capabilities (e.g. CON SETUP) we would have the same benefits. We should not reconsider unless the current assumption is not working.
=>   Will have a request/response procedure in RRC for obtaining the UE AS capabilities.

Proposal 4:

· Samsung asks if the UE should reject the request if security has not been activated ? Ericsson thinks it is more a requirement on the network. So it seems an implementation issue for the network.
· Motorola indicates that for UMTS we had no concern to sent unprotected UE AS capabilities (in RRC CONNECTION SETUP COMPLETE). So is there a new threat identified ?
=>  Not agreed


    Proposal 5:

· Nokia wonders what the RAN2 impact from this proposal is ? Is this not more RAN3 ?
· Question is when the eNB would ask for the UE capabilities ? Would it e.g. be when the set of configurations received from the MME is incomplete ? Ericsson assumes that the eNB knows what AS capabilities it needs to have, and if the MME does not provide the necessary AS capabilities, then the eNB will ask the UE for them.
· NEC wonders why the MME would have partial capabilities ?  Ericsson thinks at least after inter-RAT handover we will get partial knowledge (if we e.g. handover from RAT’s that are not upgraded to request the E-UTRAN capabilities).
· This proposal is also in line with the general agreement that the MME should store the capabilities.

=>  Agreeable; Since it will not be captured in RRC, Ericsson will check whether the stage-2 
      needs to be clarified on this point.

Offline discussion w.r.t. dynamic capabilities in Rel-8:

· People seem mainly concerned about introducing a “half-way “ mechanism in Rel-8 which is difficult to get working in later releases. However no large need is identified so far to have a dynamic mechanism in Rel-8. E.g. currently it is unclear whether MBMS is part of Release-8.

=>   Will not have any AS mechanism in Rel-8 for handling changing UE AS capabilities. This means that the only mechanism for changing the UE capabilities is to go via DETACH and ATTACH (similar to SIM replacement case).

Proposal 8 (second proposal 8):

· Samsung asks if in addition to separate transfer containers, is it also requested to have separate requests ? Ericsson proposes to indicate in the request for what RAT Type you want the UE capabilities, and then in the response you get all capabilities related to that RAT type (both “UE IRAT capability” and “UE other AS capability”.
· Infineon asks why the UE does not provide always all capabilities ? Tmob thinks that not all operators are interested in all capabilites. NTT supports this view.

· So we would have:

GERAN capabilities: 
IRAT capabitilty (GERAN)




other RAT AS capability (GERAN) [container]


UTRAN capabilities: 
IRAT capabitilty (UTRAN)




other RAT AS capability (UTRAN) [container]

· Samsung was assuming that the IRAT capabilities would be part of the E-UTRAN capabilities.
=>  Can leave the detailed structure for future discussions.

R2-075525:
Additional RRC messages Samsung

=> Noted

R2-075533:
UE Capability Transfer CATT

=> Noted

R2-075544:
Change of UE capability Qualcomm Europe

=> Noted

R2-075565:
E-UTRAN, UTRAN & GERAN UE Radio Access Capabilities transfer NEC

=> Noted
	Agreements:

· Will have a request/response procedure in RRC by which the eNB can obtain the UE AS capabilities.

· The request will indicate for what RAT Type(s) the network wants the UE capabilities, and then in the response the UE should include  capabilities related to that RAT type

· Will not have any mechanism in Rel-8 for changing the UE capabilities dynamically.


3.1.2 High level message contents
Documents related to the high level message contents (i.e. section 6.2.): is the correct high level contents indicated ?
R2-075513:
Contents for RRC Connection Request, Set-up and Set-up complete/Reject Ericsson

RRC CONNECTION REQ


=>  Agree to remove Selected PLMN Identity


RRC CONNECTION SETUP COMPL

· Motorola asks why we need a transaction id (there should be no overlap) ? Seems indeed not needed.
· NTT asks why we need a selected PLMN Indentity ? SA2 has agreed that the S-TMSI includes the MME identity. So does the eNB not know the selected PLMN from this ?

· Ericsson remarks you don’t always have a valid S-TMSI. At least in an ATTACH case it seems needed. 
=>   Agreed to include the Selected PLMN identity (detailed coding and whether O or M is 
       FFS). 
=>   Agreed to include NAS information (already agreed)

RRC CONNECTION REJECT

- 
Nortel asks if the UE identity is really needed. Would the reject not be both or all UE’s ?

-
NEC would like to have the UE identity exactly in the same bit position as for the  RRC CONN COMPLETE to ease HARQ handling.

=>   Agree on echoing the UE identity
- 
Tmob asks is why we need a cause ? Is there any UE action based on the cause. Not agreed now
=>   Agree on Wait time

-
Redirection info is not needed.

R2-075538:
Tracking Area Code as NAS or AS IE in SIB Alcatel-Lucent
· When asked by Tmob, yes ofcourse the TAC would still have to be passed to the NAS in the UE.
· Motorola clarified that in UMTS we have a variable length RRC container that contains contents defined by NAS which is the LAC. Question is whether we want to continue with the same approach in E-UTRAN.
· Motorola thinks the proposal makes sense.

· Samsung points out that we have already sent an LS some meetings ago related to CSG, where RAN2 indicated that the TAC is CT1 business and the cell-id is RAN2 business. Ericsson points out that anyway it should be described in NAS specs.

· Infineon thinks an alternative would be to have a fixed length container.

=>   Can sent an LS from our next meeting that we see some benefits with removing the flexible NAS container, and ask CT1 whether they can agree to this. We should be clear that still the definition of the TAC and the specification of the handling in the UE is still the responsibility of CT1 (ALU)
R2-075552:
Radio Link Failure Recovery signalling Nortel
· Ericsson is wondering whether there is a problem when the source-eNB has sent a reconfiguration msg but the UE did not receive it. Nortel indicates that we have agreed that when we have a prepared eNB we should not execute a reconfiguration (or cancel the preparation).
· NEC thinks the main delay for the re-establishment is related to finding an appropriate cell, and not related to this RRC signalling. 

· It seems a bit premature to discuss this now since we don’t know how we this re-establishment (and the connection setup) will look in detail. QC thinks this might be an “error case” worth optimising.
=>  Noted (can revisit if more details of non-optimised procedure are clear)
3.2 Measurements
Structure of the measurement configuration information e.g. relation between event identity, specifics and objects. Essential additional measurement control and measurement reporting parameters.
Measurement information structure

R2-075570:
Measurement rules, objects and mapping NTT DoCoMo
· NTT clarified that the measurement rules does not contain the measurement object, and the mapping has to be specified separately.
· Motorola asks whether also for inter-RAT, a event would map to a subset of the total available UMTS frequencies ? NTT confirms. However if the UE moves to another RAT, then it is the responsibility of the other RAT to configure the new measurement configuration.
· Motorola wonders if it would need to be possible to have a case where some inter-RAT frequencies are lower priority and some other frequencies are higher priority than the current E-UTRAN frequency ? NTT thinks that in theory this could be possible. Motorola thinks that if this is not required, there would be no need to change the mapping for inter-RAT frequencies. NTT thinks maybe this is indeed not required. Tmob wonders if this would happen in case of network sharing ? E.g. you give you own UMTS frequency a high priority, and the shared UMTS frequency a low priority.
· Huawei asks if we have agreed that the priority schemes are also applicable in CONN mode ? NTT clarifies that with this proposal, the network would be able to implement this priority approach (without telling the UE about the priority).
R2-075560:
Structure of measurements Ericsson
· Huawei asks what the proposal is for the measurement gap configuration ? Ericsson thinks this can be addressed later. Still open.
· Motorola would like to indicate the links to the objects as part of the Measurement Specifics. Ericsson thinks their proposal would limit the amount of signalling required for an update. 
· Question is whether we indicate the linking:


a) Under a separate Measurement-ID [10]
· Measurement ID indicates a reference to an object and a reference to a Measurement Specifics


b) As part of the Measurement specifics [1]
· List of references to objects as part of the measurement specifics

· Nortel supports a). Samsung thinks that with proposal a) there is probably some more possibility for optimising the signalling.
R2-075529:
E-UTRA RRC Measurement information structure Samsung

=> Noted

	Agreements

1) Measurement Configuration includes list of Measurement Objects, a list of Reporting Configurations, and a list of Measurement Identities. In addition it includes a number of quantity configurations.

2) A measurement objects consists of either:
· Set of E-UTRAN frequencies

· excluding the forbidden cells on these frequencies

· can indicate cell specific offsets

· Set of GSM frequencies

· Set of cells on a set of UMTS frequencies listed in the NCL

· detected cells FFS

3) Reporting configuration includes an event description and the reporting description (FFS if multiple events)

4) The Measurement Identity is used to link a specific Measurement Object with a corresponding Reporting Configuration.
5) We allow for more than one Measurement Object to be related to the same Reporting Configuration as well as more than one Reporting Configuration to relate to the same Measurement Object

6)One Quantity configuration can be configured for intra-freq, one for inter-freq, and one per RAT Type. It will indicate the quantities/filtering for all events and related reportings (only 1 filtering per quantity).



=> Richard will work on a text proposal procedures and tabular to capture this (overall structure).

R2-075554:
Structure of information for measurements in RRC_CONNECTED Motorola
· Ericsson proposes not to separate the “context” for the different RAT types. NTT also sees some benefits for this.

R2-075545:
Essential Measurement Control Functionality Panasonic

R2-075523:
Measurement configuration and reporting for E-UTRAN Nokia Siemens Networks

Measurement gap handling

R2-075546:
Gap Parameters Signalling Scheme Panasonic

R2-075551:
Measurement Gap Configuration Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-075547:
Signalling Aspect for Measurement Gap Panasonic

Other

R2-075522:
NW based scaling of mobility measurement parameters Nokia Siemens Networks

Not available/late
R2-075571:
Inter-F/R measurements during DRX and signallings to assist gap activation/de-activation NTT DoCoMo
3.3 System Information
Mapping of SIBs on to SU e.g. is nothing needed, is it sufficient if an IE can optionally appear in a number of SUs or is more flexibility needed? What concatenation possibilities do we want to support ? MIB contents ?
MIB contents

R2-075548:
System information issues Panasonic
· Only section 2.1
R2-075511:
MIB Information Elements Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe

Discussion :

· Nokia wonders if the 8 bits is sufficient ; Ericsson clarifies we still have a 10 bits SFN, but the 2 LSB’s come from the P-BCH scrambling.

· Nokia thinks the stage-2 agreement was 12 bits in total (40s). For BCCH modification, and assuming we might miss some paging with a cycle of DRX, and if we have 5s paging DRX, then 10s SFN seems quite short. 
· QC indicates that Stage-2 indicates 10bits.

· Tmob asks if we have always 80ms SU-1 periodicity ? Or would it be good to have it flexible ? Tmob was thinking about 160ms in 1.4 and 3 Mhz. Could potentially link it to the BW. This would mean that the cell reselection performance would be different for different BW’s.
· Panasonic thinks that at least we can agree that we do not need a bit to indicate the position of SU-1 if the periodicity is always 80ms. This position we can fix in the specifications.
· T-mobile would be happy to also fix the 80/160ms in the specifications. Will bring a contribution in the future (BW dependancy).
· Tmob asks if the 4 bits is sufficient for the DL physical BW ? Currently RAN4 has defined 8 BW’s. Meaning could be carrier specific but you don’t know the band yet when reading the P-BCH.

· Panasonic asks what we do with the remaining bits out of the 40 bits ? Ericsson clarified that also the CRC is inside the 40 bits. Ericsson assumes it is “just” a matter using lower performance.

· Question is whether we specify the meaning of the BW field in RRC or refer to 36.104. Can think about this.
	Agreements : 

The MIB will contain:

· DL physical channel BW [4]

· Number of transmit antennas [1..2 bits] with FFS.

· Highest 8 bits of SFN [8]

· PHICH duration [1]
· PHICH resource size [2]


SU segmentation/concatenation/mapping
R2-075548:
System information issues Panasonic

R2-075558:
Concatenation of Scheduling Units and SIB mapping Ericsson

R2-075542:
Definition of Scheduling Unit (SU) Qualcomm Europe

R2-075569:
Mapping between SIBs and SUs in system information HUAWEI

SU scheduling

R2-075559:
Transmission of dynamic system information Ericsson

Other

R2-075521:
System Information Scheduling - Clarifications Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-075535:
Update of System Information Infineon

R2-075553:
Optimised GSM NCL for SIB4 Vodafone

Not available/late

R2-075566:
SU-1 Content Ericsson

3.4 Main information elements
RRC main information elements: content & structure (focus on parameters for which action is specified in ‘RRC parameters: measurements, mobility control, security, system information). Input from rapporteurs requested (section 6.3).
R2-075518:
Configurable parameters in MAC MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm)

=> Noted: will review in user plane session during RAN2#60b
R2-075519:
Configurable physical layer parameters Ericsson

=> Noted ; Ericsson plans to come with a SIB proposal for the coming RAN2 meeting.

R2-075520:
Idle Mode Parameters for 36.331 Nokia Corporation
· NEC sees some possibilities for enhancing the structure, but this can be discussed offline.
· Samsung what the status is on the usage of a barring timer ? Currently not agreed so we should not have it.
· Samsung wonders whether the paging DRX is AS or NAS (should maybe we should keep it out for now) ? Ericsson asks how the eNB knows the UE specific DRX ? Motorola thinks the CN would inform the eNB.
· Ericsson wonders whether the access class barring information can really be moved to SIB2 ? Nokia thinks this is possible because it does not impact cell reselection.

SIB1:
· Cell reserved for operator use should be per PLMN (as part of the PLMN list).
· “Cell Reservation IE” should be integrated directly in SIB1 for now.

· Motorola wonders whether we need the “intra-freq cell reselection indicator” ? So far the discussions were that we don’t need this bit ? NTT indicates that the annex in 304 does indicate this. Can be included with FFS.
· Tbarred should be removed
· Tmob asks whether the “cell with restricted access” should not be in SIB1 (CSG bit) ? NTT thinks it is SIB1 or P-BCH. Will keep it in SIB1 for now.
· Ericsson is wondering whether paging group information should be in SIB1 ? This in order to limit the paging reception interruption at cell reselection. Can discuss in the future.

SIB2:

· “Cell reserved for future extensions” should not be in SIB2.

· CSG indicator should go.

· All paging stuff is removed.
· Should add access class barring for 10..15 (all calls)

· Barring for originating calls should be for “terminating calls”.

SIB3:
· Tmob would like to remove priority related parameters.

· NEC points out that we should only include parameters in SIB3 which are relevant without having read SIB4. Could discuss offline what parameters should thus better be moved to SIB4. However since SIB4 could be split, we should not do this.

SIB4
· For GERAN NCL we should have the ARFCN multiple times

· Blacklisting for intra-freq/inter-freq is missing.
· Can remove the UTRA cell specific reselection parameters

· Remove priority parameters

· Qrxlevmin value range should be open.

=>  Will see an update tomorrow.
=>  Keep the SIB naming. => Update in R2-075576

R2-075576:
Idle Mode Parameters for System Information – Update of R2-075520

=> Approved for inclusion in the RRC update
R2-075534:
PDCP parameters LG Electronics Inc.
· Himke points out that we should also look at the reconfiguration case. Probably there is no reconfiguration of any of this.

R2-075572:
RLC parameters to be configured by RRC NTT DoCoMo

=> Noted: will review in user plane session during RAN2#60b
3.5 Other

R2-075531:
E-UTRA RRC TP on missing high level procedures Samsung

=> Can be included in the next version of RRC.

R2-075532:
Scheduling of Msg5 CATT

R2-075541:
Handover failure procedure Qualcomm Europe

R2-075549:
Cell Reselection and evaluation during RRC Connection procedure Panasonic

R2-075550:
Retransmission aspect of RACH procedure Panasonic

4 RRC Specification aspects (roughly day 2)
4.1 Structure of the procedural specification
E.g. should requirements related to a specific area (e.g. system info, security, measurement, radio bearer configuration, ...)  be concentrated together or distributed across several sections (e.g. split across the sections 'general', high level procedures, elementary procedures, general procedures, generic procedures relating to presence/absence of an IE) ?
R2-075527:
Structure of the procedural specification Samsung, Motorola
· QC agrees that there is some benefit to be obtained from restructuring.  However QC would like to understand the process impact. Is there more impact than that up to the next RAN everything is revision marked. Could be handled with executing this change as the first change with a separate reviewer.
· Ericsson asked where current sections 5.4 and 5.7 would go ? They could go under the new 5.1. ? Samsung thinks it would be a bit strange to have error cases handled so early in the document.

· Infineon thinks procedure interaction could be moved to general, but the “generic error handling” should probably stay somewhere in the end.

· Infineon asked why intra-LTE and Inter-RAT mobility are separated. Motorola would like to integrate it intra-LTE mobility with connection control.

· Tmob asked if the structure is to give some guidance for prioritisation ?  We should probably anyway take the most logical structure for the specification. Prioritisation should be considered anyway separately.
· Ericsson asks where chapter 14 in 25.331  went ? Samsung clarified that the IE’s would be under their functional area, so under measurements.
· We have to choose between A1-B1, and A2-B2:

· AB1: Section 5.4 and 5.5 as listed in column 2 in R2-075527, apart from 5.3.5/5.3.6.
· AB2: Section 5.4 integrated in 5.3, and section 5.5 only describes inter-RAT mobility (see R2-075556)
R2-075556:
Structure of RRC Procedural Description Motorola
· Main difference is that the security handling is described as part of the procedures they are used in and not separately.

· QC wonders whether this proposal would not increase the duplication in the different procedures (exchange cross reference versus duplication). Motorola agrees that this might introduce some duplication but it should not be that much since the handling is probably quite different in the different cases.
· The AB1 proposal seems to focus on grouping functional areas, whereas the AB2 proposal tries to limit cross references.

· We have two options:


1) AB1 (separate security section)



[3]


2) AB2 (security requirements as part of procedure that triggers it)
[5]


=>  Will go for AB2.
· Samsung asked whether it would be ok to handle initial security activation before the reconfiguration. This was agreed.

	Agreements

· Everbody is fine with the proposed structure parts where there is no choice to be made (structure apart A12 and B12)

· Procedure interactions are placed in new 5.1

· Generic error handling should stay somewhere at the end

· Sections for MBMS, SON,.... can be identified/added later

· Will go for option AB2, and the order in 5.3 will be establishment, initial security, reconfiguration and re-establishment. Also RRC connection release will be part of 5.3.



R2-075536:
Review of the structure of the procedural specification Infineon
· Infineon brings up the question what to do with section 5.1 ? The current text seems to be a mixture of Stage-2 and Stage-3.

· Rapporteur indicates that these sections are only intended to be an introduction to a functional area. It does not include any UE requirement/any “UE shall”. Maybe some parts are mentioned also in the Stage-2, but the main focus is on parts more closely related to RRC. Also the intention is to clarify a bit more the background from the network perspective which would be difficult to capture when only specifying UE requirements. Rapporteur agrees that the size should be limited. In principle they can be marked as “imformative”. E.g. for system information scheduling, it might be usefull to have some background.
· NEC shares the concern from Infineon. It could be misleading to describe network behaviour that is not mandatory. We might also forget to update later.
· Motorola thinks that e.g. when it concerns definitions of terms, this is not informative.
· Infineon thinks also thinks could be moved to Stage-2.

=>  Should try to keep these sections as small as possible, because they might be misleading
=>  Real requirements (e.g. definition of terms) should be moved to “stage-3 sections”. Also parts could be moved to Stage-2.
=>  Can handle this in future updates (will keep them for now in the beginning of the sections as indicated in R2-075527) hopefully before March.
R2-075563:
Structure of LTE RRC procedure specification NEC
· Focus on section 3. Main proposal is to have the tabular descriptions (whatever is remaining) to the procedure sections. 
· QC things this is a bridge to far.

=>  Noted (can reconsider after we have decided how to continue with tabular/ASN.1)

4.2 Handling of error cases

Are there any general guidelines we could agree on w.r.t. how to handle/specify error cases ? This especially related to the description of error cases related to incorrect network behaviour. Possible alternatives are e.g. handling them as in UMTS (“if .... UE behaviour is unspecified), or do we e.g. not want to describe the handling of these cases at all at the receiver side, but just describe mandatory network behaviour restrictions?

Confirmation/Failure messages

R2-075524:
E-UTRA RRC confirmation & failure messages Samsung
· Motorola asks what the systematic errors are ? E.g. misalignment of context. So far no cases really identified.
-
QC proposes to agree that we will introduce a generic failure message. Himke pointed out that the RRC STATUS message is already indicated.
-
Samsung sees two cases for a failure message: systematic errors, and in some cases to reduce latency (not rely on timout taking maximum transfer/processing times into account). However we could decide to use the RRC STATUS msg for that.

-
Infineon thinks that not having a response/failure message does not always make things simpler.

=>   
Agree that we should not unnecessarily introduce response messages. Should look at a case by case basis whether a procedure specific response/failure message is really required.

Error description in procedure text
R2-075555:
Description of error cases in 36.331 Motorola
· Motorola thinks that bullet 3 means that we would not need a cause value “unspecified”.
· Ericsson points out that in 25.331 Clause 9 we have an appendix on “coding” errors. What about that ? Motorola thinks there coding errors fall into 2 catagories:


1. Required for future protocol extensions (this is required)


2. Network implementation failures (this should not be required)

· Ericsson thinks we also have cases where we introduced errors due to problems in the specification. Luckily we have sufficient specification in 25.331 to overcome these normally (e.g. SIB5bis problem).

· Huawei wonders if the proposal means not to use “invalid configuration” ? Indeed Motorola proposes to use other mechanisms.
· QC would like to understand better how we clearly indicate that certain cases do not need to be supported by the UE. Motorola sees 2 ways: 

· “not doing a handover before security” => Introduction section of procedure (proposal 4)

· detailed aspects e.g. related to IE’s => Annex.

· Motorola thinks that broadcast is much more important than dedicated messages.

· Infineon thinks it might be better to have an “abnormal” section for each procedure. This could be handled e.g. for describing radio link failure cases,... Infineon thinks that there are anyway cases that we might want to specify the behaviour just for robustness (e.g. go to IDLE).

Bullet 1:

· QC would like to keep a margin that this can still be done if really considered beneficial. Will change it to a “should”.
Bullet 2:

· Ericsson points out that “cases that can occur” should consider systems using extensions. This should be considered, since these cases can occur.

Bullet 3:
· NEC asks what is excluded by this bullet ? E.g. in a reconfiguration message no “invalid configuration”.
· Huawei asks if errors like “protocol errors” are still in ? Motorola does not intend to have this. Question is how to handle e.g. extensions of a release after it was frozen ? Samsung assumes that behaviour will be specified for non-critical extensions but they should not lead to failures. Ericsson thinks it depends on the situation.
· We can agree to this bullet but it is questionable how this will really impact the list of cause values. E.g. if we cannot avoid a protocol error for a certain procedure, then the cause value can anyway be added.
Bullet 4:

· NEC asks if these contraints are really limiting or only indicative (network may still do something else) ? Can remove the last sentence.
· Could have a subheading in the introduction with “procedure constraints”, and then a list of conditions/limitations to the flexibility of the procedure. Ericsson asks if it would not be most logical to specify the “positive” conditions: conditions that should be met for this procedure.

· Infineon would still like to see the UE centric solution: “UE shall reject the handover if security has not started.” Infineon would like to have the “else” paths in the procedure descriptions. Motorola would like to avoid these mandatory UE behaviours for which even test cases could be specified.
· QC thinks that anyway we should be allowed to specify the “else” case if we consider that important. E.g. maybe we want to test that a UE does not honour mobility statements before security is executed.


Bullet 5:
· Infineon indicates that before we agreed to group functionality in the spec. So is this really a consistent proposal ?
· Huawei wonders whether e.g. illegal combination of IE values would capture in the annex ? Or is this still in the tabular/ASN ? Motorola thinks this could be the place. However we should not try to capture every combination.Huawei wonders that if we remove the “else” branches, does this not increase the text needed in this annex ? Motorola thinks that if we specify the mandatory behaviour well, then from this implictly all the other cases are not-permitted. A few grey areas may be left and they should be described in the Annex.

· Samsung agrees that this are just a few of the invalid cases that we would specify, for clarification. We could handle it like the table indicated in R2-075526.
· Several companies expressed a preference for having this annex more close to the procedure description. We could add an “abnormal” subsection for every relevant subsection.

· QC thinks that it should especially accomodate cases that implementers are worried about and we can indicate that the case does not need to be supported.

· Motorola indicated that in the past we sometimes just minuted these cases. Now if we start an abnormal section in every subsection, it might grow very large. This should still only be exceptionally needed.

· Could start with an Annex and see where we end up. Ericsson proposes to not decide now and see when these cases appear.

· Infineon thinks that message coding should also be such that many illegal combinations are not possible.

· Infineon thinks that the “pseudo code” approach we have now blows up the text size. A textual approach would be better. Rapporteur would like to have more concrete input on how it would look otherwise if we don’t have more concrete input. Ravi has sympathy for reconsider. Huawei likes the pseudo code given the unambiguous neighbour. 
=>  Can see in the future
R2-075526:
Specification of invalid network configurations cases Samsung

=> Noted

R2-075543:
Error handling related to network mis-operations Qualcomm Europe

· Focussing on bullets 1 and 3.
· QC proposes that for cases that really should not happen, the default behaviour of the UE would be to go to IDLE.

· NEC thinks this could be acceptable in context mismatch. However if the UE capability context is misaligned, the UE would have to detach.

· Ericsson wonders what errors would be sufficiently severe for the UE to disconnect. It might be difficult to define borderline.

· Huawei thinks that we need the UE to report the failure. The decision to go to IDLE should normally be a network decision.

· Motorola wonders what cases we are discussing: if it is these case that should never happen, we have just agreed that we would not have mandatory UE behaviour.

=>  Noted
	Agreements:

1.
Procedure text includes only the text related to UE procedures in case of normal/correct implementation by the network for the mandatory requirements needed to make the system operate predictably and correctly. The text should not therefore include text to support the checking of network implementation by the UE (i.e. don't pollute this text mixing in the definition of erroneous cases)

2.  The procedure text shall only specify mandatory error handling for cases that can genuinely occur in a correctly operating real network (this release or any future release) and the specification of which is necessary for correct operation of the system, For example, handover failure. System Information handling should be especially carefully considered.

3.
When defined per 2 above, the failure message specification shall include only appropriate cause values,  e.g handover failure.
4.
The general/introductory section of each procedure shall include the high level constraints on how the procedure can be used (e.g. RRC Connection Reconfiguration procedure can only perform handover after security has been started). In exceptional cases (clear requirements like e.g. security requirements), mandatory UE behaviour for non-intended cases might still be specified.




Usage of “Clause 9” in E-UTRAN
R2-075514:
E-UTRAN RRC Error Handling Ericsson
· Summarising, except for some exceptions, it proposes to use the same RRC coding error handling as we have in UMTS.

R2-075562:
Handling of error cases in LTE RRC NEC
· Summarising: wants to simplify the impact on the UE
· QC asks what the intention is of clause 9 ? NEC thought that OC/OD would probably not be useful on common channels.

· Chairman asks if “doing the same as in UMTS” would not be relatively easy/robust. NEC thinks that e.g. this “receiving a spare, assume default” was never used/implemented. So some rationalisation is required. This section 9 specification should not result in stange UE behaviour.
· Also several CCCH cases need to be very carefully considered (loosing UE might receive a message not intended for it). Ericsson indicates that maybe we could discard based on message type.
· Infineon thinks this could be addressed in an “abnormal section” in the procedural part.
· Infineon thinks we could potentially take the UMTS proposal as a baseline. Samsung thinks that given the previous discussion, cases only caused by network implementation errors could be removed.

	Agreements on way forward:

1) Specification should enable good use of any agreed extension mechanisms. Therefore there is a dependency on the agreed extension mechanisms.
2) Extension handling BCCH should be especially carefully considered.
3) Also several CCCH cases need to be very carefully considered 
=>  Start an offline discussion on how to define this behaviour. Starting point is the current UMTS text, and the guideline that no UE behaviour needs to be defined for errors that can only be caused by network implementation errors (see outcome in 4.3.2)


4.3 Tabular & ASN.1

4.3.1 Structure
Tabular format: can we do without this or with a minimal tabular only covering essential parts e.g. corresponding with the procedural specification: Can we introduce the ‘tabular’ info in the ASN.1 Do we need OC as a comment (“continue unchanged if absent”)
R2-075528:
E-UTRA RRC ASN.1 initial draft & need for tabular Samsung
· NEC’s paper shows how thinks could look if we don’t have tabular.
R2-075539:
Capturing of ASN.1 coding standards Qualcomm Europe
· Ericsson thinks it might be nice to see the version in the tabular part in a column.
R2-075567:
Structure of the E-UTRA RRC message specification Ericsson

Discussion

· Offline discussions resulted in the agreements below.

· Question was how we will minute the agreements we would reach ? Probably the two options are a separate TS/TR, or an annex of 36.331. Motorola thinks it is more likely to be read if it would be in an annex.
	Agreements

1) Avoid separate “stand-alone” tabular:
· Any tabular that is remaining will be integrated with the ASN1 (i.e. “interleaved in the same subclause”). FFS if there is also integration with the procedure text. 

· We will not try to make the tabular “complete”; certain aspects (e.g. value ranges) are only indicated in the ASN.1
· IE/procedure will only have a definition in the tabular if it also has a definition in the ASN1.

2) Names used in tabular part and ASN1 should be the same. It should also be attempted that names in the procedure text should be consistent with that.

3) Offline discussion will be started to converge on a specific format: QC will send out the “Physical Channel Reconfiguration” part from UMTS. Companies interested in proposing a format should present how that specific UMTS part would look for that example for RAN2#60b.

4) Goal will be to take a decision no later than RAN2#61.

5) Agreements that will be made in this respect will be captured in an Annex of 36.331. Will try to split parts related to reading the spec, and aspects related to writing CR’s.




Not available/late

R2-075564:
Tabular and ASN.1 structure for LTE RRC specification NEC

4.3.2 Protocol extension mechanisms

What are the main problems we wish to avoid, what are the possible solutions ?
R2-075516:
E-UTRA RRC message extensibility in ASN.1 Ericsson

· NEC asks whether the proposal for the extension of the SEQUENCE is a critical extension ? 
UE aware of network release/functionality ?

· Ericsson thinks it could not be on a release basis. E.g. for measurement reporting it would be good for the network to indicate up to what measurement report level functionality the network would support.

· Samsung thinks maybe the easiest would be to stick to a release indicator.

· If we decide on critical extensions in the UL, a network would have to support all previous release coding versions.

· QC thinks it would be logical to do it on a release level: network supports a specific release (and lower releases).

· NEC thinks that already in UMTS we have BCCH indicating support of certain functions (like the change of UE capabilities). NEC is a bit worried about critical extensions in UL. This especially related to test cases.
· Infineon thinks critical extension mechanism are quite costly (both UL and DL) because e.g. the test effort doubles. Infineon would prefer to stick to extensions inside messages. Maybe after several years a cleanup, but not on every release.
· Tmob is not sure we need critical extensions in the UL. If we would have a release indication on BCCH, is it just the release of the RRC ? What about CN releases ? Probably just the transfer syntax.
· Samsung agrees that the size of the transfer syntax increases when we have a critical extension, but from application point of view there should not be that much problems. Infineon thinks it is a new C structure. Samsung thinks indeed it would impact the transfer syntax/handling, but the impacts on the RRC state machine should be very limited (apart from functional additions).
· Ericsson thinks that one way to reduce the impact of UL critical extensions was to only require a UE to support Rel-8, and maybe the most recent 3 releases.
	Agreements:

1) Network knows the release of the UE (FFS how the UE informs the network).

2) FFS to what extend the UE is aware of the network functionality/syntax/release.
=> Will have one offline discussion on extension mechanism and UE handling of coding errors (section 9). Target should be to have some consensus input for RAN2#61. Ericsson (Sven) will be rapporteur for this discussion.


4.4 Information between network nodes

How to specify information transfer between network nodes i.e. same as in UTRA?
R2-075530:
E-UTRA RRC TP on information between network nodes

· Ericsson wonders whether we could not use the exact same container for the two cases ? Will add “UE capability” in 10.2.3. with an FFS.

· T-mob wonders why the UE capabilities should not be called “radio access capability information. Should change this.

=>  Agreed with these changes.
5 Closing of the meeting (5PM)

=>  Rapporteurs update by Sunday evening, comments up to Tuesday evening, Update 

      by Wednesday evening.


- one “word reviewer” for restructering



- one “word reviewer” for all other updates due to this meeting.


=> Text proposal for measurements provided by Friday evening, for approval at the RAN2#60b.
