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1. Review issue list, version 1.3 (after RAN2#65)
1.1 Issues that may be outstanding
Classification: 1: straigthforward clarification/ correction that can be included in next rapporteurs update, 2: small issue i.e. solution expected to be concluded easily e.g. by e-mail, 3: more significant issue i.e. requiring further discussion/ contributions
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	More general comments

	24d
	6
	Field descriptions could be reordered to match ASN.1 definition to improve readability if seen necessary.
	1
	<RAP: This is considered not needed/ too late. If anyhow desired, alphabetical order seems attractive since it is easiest to maintain correctly>
	Considered noted

	176
	5.6.3.3
	Setting of the UE-EUTRA-Capability is not specified in detail, while some parts do not seem to be entirely obvious e.g.

RF-parameters includes the band currently in use

Measurement-Parameters does not include intraF entries e.g. from eBand n to eBand n (regardless of n)
	3
	Some more detailed procedural specification seems needed

ERI: Depends on the outcome of the email discussion [64_LTE_14],
<RAP: no procedural clarification seems needed i.e. it is considered to be clear from the field descriptions that the UE indicates the need for compressed mode when operating on a frequency within eBand n to another frequency within eBand n (for each of supported eBand i.e. for each n)
	Considered noted

	245
	UECapabilityInformation
	Size of OCTET STRING missing from ueCapabilitiesRAT-Container
	2
	Add SIZE limit

ERI: it is allowed to have no size limit. ASN.1 encoder will generate a length indicator.

NOK: OK

<RAP: It is clear that from an ASN.1 perspective there is no issue to have a no size constraint. Nevertheless, the question is whether the specification should include a constraint for octet strings like these. Perhaps some initial discussion be desirable>

<CC-Results: in specific cases, where limitations exists, constaints may be introduced. If so, a contribution will need to be provided>

<RAN2#64b: so far little support for introducing size constraints>
	Considered noted

	369
	RACH-ConfigCommon
	preamblesGroupAConfig
	3
	Why does this sequence have an extension marker?

ERI: See minutes from RAN2#64 where this was explicitly agreed (related to messageSizeGroupA)

<RAP: Maybe there are reasons to have the extension at this low level. Anyhow, if changes are considered needed, a separate contribution seems needed>
	Considered noted

	372
	RACH-ConfigCommon
	PreambleTransMax has a value range upto 200. What is the point of such a high number of RACH attempts?
	3
	Discuss a more reasonable value range for PreambleTransMax (limit to 10?).
	Considered noted

	382
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated
	logicalChannelConfig (in SRB-ToAddModifyList)
	3
	It appears that this field could be deleted entirely.  Its contents are empty for DL channels, and the UL parameters seem meaningful only for DRBs.

ERI: we don’t see the justification of this restriction

NSN: We do not agree - it should be possible to set some of these parameters; e.g. priority for SRB2

<RAP: hopefully this proposal can be noted. If changes are considered needed, a separate contribution should be brought>
	Considered noted

	431
	CDMA2000-Bandclass
	The IE has 14 spare values and it is used in the BCCH as well
	3
	Remove spare values as the IE is sent on BCCH

ERI: If we anyway need the 5 bits, what do we gain with removal of spare values? This has become a more general issue: is it allowed to have spares for IEs sent on BCCH?

NSN: We are OK with this if this is the general principle on use of spare values in BCCH messages.


<RAP: the introduced general failure makes it possible to cope with this i.e. just one entry in the list is ignored. So, spares need not be removed. Issue can be noted>
	Considered noted

	441
	CDMA2000-SystemTimeInfo
	cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation (BOOLEAN) and CHOICE for cdma-SystemTime
	3
	This choice seems to be providing information corresponding  to the previous field “cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation (BOOLEAN)”. Therefore “cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation” does not seem necessary.

NSN: We are not sure if we understand the justification for removal of the cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation IE. The comment says this IE is relied on to send the right type of CDMA system time but why remove it? 

On the other hand, we are not aware of any UE behaviour when it receives the cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation BOOLEAN flag. So it could be removed but the CHOICE of two system time can be kept with proper field description to indicate when eNB will send one type over the other type of system time. The UE anyway can still understand if the two networks are synchronized or not based on the type of system time (39 or 49 bit time) received.

There may be issues for some companies so it need  to be discussed but I have no preference.
<RAP: Considering that ASN.1 is frozen and that no input was povided during RAN2#65, proposal is to note the issue>
	Considered noted

	464
	MobilityStateParameters
	Several fields (t-evaluation, t-hystNormal) have spare values and the fields are used on BCCH
	3
	Remove spare values as the IE is sent on BCCH

ERI: related to general issue whether or not spares are allowed for IEs sent on BCCH.

<RAP: the indicated timers are MP within MobilityStateParameters, which is MP within speedStateReselectionPars, which is optional (need OP) within SIB3. Hence, according to generic error handling, UE would consider speedStateReselectionPars to be absent when spare would be used. In such a case speed scaling is not applied. Considering there is a defined UE behaviour, there does not seem to be a compelling need to remove the spares>
	Considered noted

	470
	PhysicalCellIdentityAndRange
	rangePCI has spare values and it is used on BCCH
	3
	Remove spare values as the IE is sent on BCCH

ERI: related to general issue whether or not spares are allowed for IEs sent on BCCH.

<General issue resolved by cr009>
<RAP: range is OP (need OP) within PhysCellIdRange. Hence, according to generic error handling, UE would consider only PCI value identified by start applies when a spare would be used. Considering there is a defined UE behaviour, there does not seem to be a compelling need to remove the spares>
	Considered noted

	517
	GlobalCellIdentityXXX
	These IEs are used only once i.e. within measuredResults, so there is no real need for a global sub-IE
	2
	Kept as global sub-IE for the moment

Note that this affects the need for a global sub-IE for LocationAreaCode
<RAP: according to the principles agreed, the CellGlobalIdXXX should be defined as local sub-IEs within measuredResults while a global sub-IE should be defined for LocationAreaCode>
	To be done

	547
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	SupportedHRPD-BandList ::=


SEQUENCE (SIZE (0..maxCDMA-BandClass)) OF SEQUENCE {


cdma2000-HRPD-Band




CDMA2000-Bandclass

}

There is no reason to have a zero value here, since it is optional for IRAT-CDMA2000-HRPD-Parameters and IRAT-CDMA2000-1xRTT-Parameters.
	3
	Change ‘0’ to ‘1’. And maxCDMA-BandClass should be ‘32’.

NSN: Agree with changing the starting value of the range from 0 to 1 but since there was another comment in this list suggesting to remove the spare values in CDMA2000-Bandclass the maxCDMA-BandClass should be 18.

<RAP: lower value is changed to 1. Upper value may be discussed at the RAN2#65. See issue 431>
<RAP: Considering that ASN.1 is frozen and that no input was povided during RAN2#65, proposal is to note the issue>
	Considered noted

	549
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	InterRAT-BandList ::=



SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxBands)) OF SEQUENCE {


interRAT-NeedForGaps



BOOLEAN

}
	3
	Discuss whether the maxBand is surfficiently large (current value 64)

ERI: what is the motivation to have value larger than 64?
	Considered noted

	550
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	Missing field descriptions
	2
	It may not be needed to add field descriptions for each pameter – also depends on the use of RRC names in 36.304

<RAP: generally it has been agreed that other RAN2 specifications should be aligned to the RRC names. TS 36.306 should hence apply the RRC names, in which case there is no need to add field descriptions unless there is something specific to clarify regarding the setting of the contents>
	Considered noted

	623
	A.4
Extension of the PDU specifications
	Guidelines are missing.
	3
	To ensure a consistent specification, it would be desirable to add guidelines regarding critical extensions, non critical extensions and the use of extension markers
	To be done


1.2 Issues considered to be resolved
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	More general comments

	22
	6
	Use of “otherwise, the field is not applicable.” in the conditions.

The wording ‘not applicable’ may cause different intepretation. And it is not clear with respect to UE behavior in case the field is not present, i.e. is the previously configured value kept or discarded?

E.g. discardTimer is present only at RB setup, otherwise it is not present – but its configured value shall be kept by the UE (i.e. no action).
	2
	Replace, where applicable, “is not applicable” with “is not present”.

<CC-result: I general not applicable will continue to be used, reflecting it is a network error to signal something. So, the general statement is kept unchanged. There may be a need, possibly in limited cases, to clarify the UE behaviour in case the condition for ‘not applicable’ is met e.g no action. Changes related to this latter aspect require a separate contribution>
	cr149

	24b
	SOS
	Sequence of Sequence

Is the conclusion reached during the RRC Ad Hoc still valid
	3
	RAP: inclusion in the Rap-CR may be desirable, so off line activity to reach an early conclusion is desirable
	cr139

	24c
	SIBs
	Need codes on system information i.e. use of OP

For several parameters 36.304 specifies the behaviour for the case the related parameters are absent. For such cases OP is used. One can argue that 36.304 does not clarify the dynamic nature indicated by OD i.e. that previously stored values should be discarded following a system info change. On the other hand, we now captured a general rule that all SI fields have need code OD regardless of what is specified. One can regard these statements as is by default "OD" (one can argue though that this is already the current understanding and hence SI does argue that this means there is procedure text clarifying the need for all system information..
	3
	Main question seems to be whether we should indicate need codes for system information and if so, if we should continue using different values (i.e. OP, OD and ON – for upper layer info)

See e.g. 271, 276, 283, 286, 296, 308

<RAP: need codes are still kept. Value OR is the predominant value, but there are some cases of OR. Furthermore some general statements are introduced e.g. in 5.2.2.2>
	cr079

	195
	Paging
	There is no benefit to define an IE (type) PagingRecord; this is not consistent/ in accordance with other lists
	2
	Remove the IE

Note: affects the procedural specification i.e. that will have to talk about ‘for eadh entry of the PagingRecordList’
<Assumes the earlier conclusion regarding the Sequence of Sequence (SoS) issue is still valid>

ERI: introducing the Type ‘PagingRecord’ is exactly because of the problem with the current Sequence of Sequence where each entry in this case needs to be pointed easily.

NOK: OK

<RAP: now in accordance with SoS- agreements, see 24b>
	cr139

	252
	SIB2
	additionalSpectrumEmission
Furthermore, it is unclear if the IE should be mandatory?  
	2
	Discuss if the IE should be mandatory IE
ERI: In case RAN2 agrees to make the field optional, then a default behavior needs to be defined. It appears appropriate to define “1”, (i.e. the first entry in 36.101, table 6.2.4-1, to default.

<RAN2#65: no change considered needed. RAN4 is asked to add some clarification in their specs, see R2-091932
	Noted

	264
	SIB3
	sameRefSignalsInNeighbour
RAN4 is evaluating the usefulness of signalling an alternative parameter, applicable for both FDD and TDD (see R4-083331)

RAN1 wondered if the alternative paramater (related to number of ports) should be provided per frequency (see R1-084093)
	3
	Wait for RAN4 (was discussed at RAN2#64 in relation to R2-086408)
If needed, we should also: 

-
Renaming the field to measurementAntennaPortsNeighbour

-
Change the field description

-
Add correct reference

-
Apply this IE also for UEs in RRC_connected
	cr111

	276
	SIB4
	intraFreqNeighbouringCellList  -- Need FFS
intraFreqBlacklistedCellList  -- Need FFS
	2
	SAM: For cases like this OD seems appropriate i.e. if absent after system info change, the UE should stop using the information.

(We should limit use of OP to cases where ON & OD are inappropriate. Note that 36.304 only specifies the static behaviour i.e. if the parameter is present, do this..)

Note that E-UTRAN may just broadcast SIB4 to indicate the pci-Range.

NOK: assumes OP is more appropriate i.e. it isn’t it in general sufficient if procoedures state that UE applies the parameters that are broadcast. Additionally with OD, is the UE behaviour clear if SIB4 is not trasnmitted at all? Anyway probably everyone agrees that UE should start using new NCL whenver it finds one. Maybe OP would be good choice with written description in 36.304 that UE shall use currently valid system information for reselection purposes. 

ERI: Should be Need OD and also to be alighed with SIB5

MOT: intraFreqNeighbouringCellList: Field description should say that if this is absent then the intraFreqNeigbouringCellList is empty. (Using need OD may not be the right option. Need OD ensures that previously used value is deleted; however if the previously used value was the empty set, deleting it does not make sense)

intraFreqBlacklistedCellList is optional but no action is specified if absent.

intraFreqBlacklistedCellList: Field description should say that if this is absent then the intraFreqBlacklistedCellList is empty. (Using need OD may not be the right option. Need OD ensures that previously used value is deleted; however if the previously used value was the empty set, deleting it does not make sense).

<RAP: relates to general issue 24c>
	cr079

	315
	SIB11
	dataCodingScheme
The including of the IE dataCodingScheme is inefficient. It could be made Optional. It would have to be included in one segment but eNB could be relied upon to do this. 

If adopted changes to section 5.2.2.18 would be required to implement storage of the dataCodingScheme IE.
	3
	Consider making optional.
ERI: this is probably class 3 issue. Needs to be discussed. Making it optional has

Con: 

· more complex spec

· risk for delayed presentation, since the UE must wait for the initial segment, before starting presentation.

Pro:

· simpler for UE, which doesn’t need to consider case of segments coded in different ways??
	cr147

	390
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated
	eps-BearerIdentity haven’t been defined in either 36.331 or RAN3 spec.
	2
	1, Change eps-BearerIdentity  to eRAB-ID to align with RAN3 spec and add reference in field description for it.

2, Since this IE is forward to NAS layer by UE, the NAS spec 24.301 needs to be changed also.

(It seems that CT1 is waiting for the decision of SA2, meanwhile SA2 has agreed to the RAN3 proposal)

NOK: Agree

ERI: A field description with referencing is to be added. Only naming alignment issue. RAN2 can wait until CT1 and SA2 have settled the NAS specs first.

<RAP: change seems possible to, possibly apart from adding a detailed reference>

<CC-Result: defer the issue since it is not yet entirely clear how the mapping is actually performed>
	Noted
(R2-091235)

	442
	CDMA2000-SystemTimeInfo
	cdma-SynchronousSystemTime and cdma-AsynchronousSystemTime
	3
	Probably we should check why the asynchronous case provides more accuracy than the synch case (49bits vs 39bits).

NSN: Again, no particular preference on this issue. Anyway, most implementation is expected to use only the synchronous CDMA system time only. If QCOM wants a relaxed requirement it needs to be discussed with other companies which may have a strong opinion on this.

This comment seem to be a duplicate of the comment 443.
	Closed i.e. no more brackets

	443
	CDMA2000-SystemTimeInfo
	Field description: cdma-AsynchronousSystemTime
	3
	There are brackets [] implying FFS. “12 chips” is the right value?

NSN: Agree that the brackets need to be removed and the value of 8 or 12 chips specified outside the bracket (depending on the outcome of the discussion with VZW ecosystem team). The text “based on 1.2288 Mcps” should still be kept but within parenthesis.

This comment seem to be a duplicate of the comment 442.
	Closed

	526
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	ue-Category
INTEGER (1..16),
-- value range FFS
	3
	Considering UMTS experience, it may be better to take one bit more and an extension option

ERI: not clear what is meant with extension option. In UMTS the extensions have only been introduced as critical extensions, so it would be sufficient to change this to ue-Category INTEGER (1..8).
	cr117

	527
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	Editor's note:
The extension mechanisms for this IE need to be considered.
	3
	Extension markers should be used consistently i.e. not only for PDCP-Configuration

The editors not may relate to the fact the information is transferred in a countainer, for which there was a choice to be made?

ERI: This needs to be decided. It is not immediately clear why/how extension to Rel-8 capabilities would be needed.
	cr117

	552
	UE-TimersAndConstants
	t301
-- FFS, see eNote below

It is FFS if t-301 is signalled separately or e.g. always uses the same value as t300
	2
	NOK: To us it seems that usage of these timers is very similar i.e. it would be most probable that only a value is required to be signalled. Our proposal would be to just have a common value sent in the UE-timerAndCOnstanst for T301&T300

NSN: We agree that both cases are very similar. But We do not mind if there are one or two timers.
	cr090

	560
	maxGNFG
	maxGNFG

INTEGER ::= 16
-- Maximum number of GERAN neighbour freq groups
FFS
	2
	Remove the FFS

NOK: we are ok with 16, but it seems that it is extremely unlikely that more than 8 is never required – we would prefer to limit this to 8
	cr090

	561
	maxUTRA-xDD-Carrier
	maxUTRA-xDD-Carrier

INTEGER ::= 16
-- Maximum number of UTRA FDD carrier fequencies
FFS
	2
	Remove the FFS

NOK: we are ok with 16, but it seems that it is extremely unlikely that more than 8 is never required – we would prefer to limit this to 8
	cr090

	578
	HandoverPreparationInformation
	rrm-Configuration: FFS if applicable for Inter-RAT HO
	3
	
	cr110

	585
	AS-Configuration
	Field description: 

sourceMeasurementConfiguration

Measurement configuration in the source cell. The measurement configuration for all measurements existing in the source cell when handover is triggered shall be included. See 10.5.
However section 10.5 only describes about RadioResourceConfigDedicated 
	3
	10.5 also needs to cover the measurementConfiguration (in fact the entire RRC configuration) not just the radio configuration

(relates to ongoing e-mail discussion)

ERI: There is a general section in the beginning of chapter 10.5 which should apply for sourceMeasurementConfiguration as well. it is quite clear what to send in this IE, it is the complete measurement configuration.

<RAP: relates to the ongoing e-mail discussion regarding 10.5 contents>
	cr053

	589
	AS-Context
	Is it clear what is contained in these capabilities and how this is coded? There is a reference to 36.413, but if this is supposed to be in our container, is that the most appropriate place to specify the coding?
	2
	ERI: good to have some clarification.
	Noted, see cr038

	560
	AS-Context
	Towards an interRAT target, the target capabilities should be transferred as specified by the target RAT (source adapts). The source capabilities may also be provided (as specified by source), for a possible return to the source RAT in future
	2
	Clarify the scope i.e. our specification only covers information towards E-UTRA target nodes

NSN: Source capability can be provided but based on the form defined in the target system. Anyway target system will ask only octet string. And the content is coded according to the source system. Clarification is fine but probably it is easier once the wording is on the table.
	Noted, see cr038

	598
	
	Requirements regarding the RRC configuration information to be provided by the source eNB
	3
	Covered by e-mail discussion 64_LTE_12

<RAP: E-mail discussion continued>
	cr053
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