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1 Introduction

This document is an extract of the ASN.1 review list including only SC-PTM related issues.It is based on the list provided by the RAN2 chairman after the ASN.1 review Adhoc meeting.

The following companies participated to the review:
	Companies
	Contact persons
	Email

	CATT
	Xing Yang

Fangli Xu
	yangxing@catt.cn
xufangli@catt.cn 

	Ericsson
	Kai-Erik Sunell

Riikka Susitaival

Mats Folke
	kai-erik.sunell@ericsson.com
riikka.susitaival@ericsson.com
mats.folke@ericsson.com 

	Huawei
	Yi Guo
	yi.guo@huawei.com 

	Intel
	Hyung-Nam Choi

Marta Tarradell
	hyung-nam.choi@intel.com 

marta.m.tarradell@intel.com 

	LG Electronics Inc
	SungHoon Jung 
	sunghoon.jung@lge.com 

	Nokia
	Tero Henttonen

Jarkko Koskela

Tomala Malgorzata
	tero.henttonen@nokia.com
jarkko.t.koskela@nokia.com 

malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Hideaki Takahashi
	hideaki.takahashi.vx@nttdocomo.com

	Qualcomm
	Kitazoe Masato
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com 

	Samsung
	Himke Van der Velde
	himke.vandervelde@samsung.com 

	ZTE
	Sergio Parolari
	sergio.parolari@zte.com.cn 


2 Discussion
This document captures the status of each issue, as a comment added at the end of the "comment" row. Green highlights show issues for which a solution was included in [1], yellow highlights issues for which no solution was included.

3 Conclusion & recommendation
RAN2 is requested to endorse the status including the solutions proposed and agree the CR in [1].
Issues for which no solution is included in [1] could be closed without change, unless a specific proposal is made, online or in another document submitted to this meeting.
4 References

[1] 
R2-161601
36.331 Rel-13 CR 2072 SC-PTM corrections from ASN.1 review
5 Review issue list (Annex)
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 during review meeting, 4: more significant issue i.e. requiring further discussion/ contributions during next RAN2 working group meeting. Abbreviations used: TBD (to be done), TBC (to be confirmed/ concluded)
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	General

	S.002
	Several
	Term SC-PTM suggests there is only one valid means to do SC-PTM e.g. ruling out MBSFN? 
	3
	No immediate suggestions (maybe note to clarify)

ZTE: SC-PTM is no longer MBSFN from the Uu interface.
Nokia: SC-PTM and MBSFN are mutually exclusive and this should be clear form the Stage 2, no note needed.
Huawei: The term MBSFN is not used so far in 36.331, what is used is "MBMS reception via MRB" since MBMS reception is also possible via DRB.
Huawei; Not sure what is the issue.
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

	E.028
	3.2 Abbreviations
	"USD" is missing from the list of abbreviations (and from 21.905) but is used in this spec. 
	1
	Add the following to the list of abbreviations:

USD    User Service Description

Intel: OK
Nokia: it would be good to avoid duplicating definitions and acronyms and since this is defined in the Stage 2 perhaps adding 36.300 next to 21.905 would solve this.
Huawei: Suggest to do nothing (was there since Rel-11).
	Open (General CR)

	H.002
	5.1.1 (SC-PTM)
	SC-PTM section is not listed
	1
	Add "subclause 5.8a covers SC-PTM (i.e. MBMS reception via SC-MRB)"

Samsung: Should do same for other new main sections
Nokia: if we assume that 5.8a is a subset of 5.8, no changes needed. If changes are deemed necessary, then it should be “sub-clauses 5.8 and 5.8a cover MBMS”.
Huawei: If a section is numbered e.g. 1.2.3 and there is also a 1.2.4 already, using 1.2.3a is the way to insert a new section between 1.2.3 and 1.2.4, i.e. 1.2.3a is not a subsection of 1.2.3.
Huawei: Propose to add the suggested statement.
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

	5.2
 System information

	H.017
	5.2.2.4 
	The UE which is interested in a MBMS service may support SC-PTM procedures as specified in 5.8a but not MBMS procedures as specified in 5.8, but it is required to acquire SIB13 which may waste some powe for no use.
	2
	Add an extra condition "2> if the UE supports MBMS procedures as specified in 5.8" and increase indentation.

Nokia: “if the UE is capable of MBSFN reception”  would be more appropriate
Huawei: In 36.306, the MBMS capable UE is defined as supporting MBMS procedures. Using 36.331 terminology, it could be also defined as the UE supporting MBMS reception via MRB (MBSFN is not used in 36.331).
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

	5.3
 Connection control

	H.034
	5.3.5.4 and 5.3.7.5
	In the cases where transmission of MBMSInterestIndicated is triggered because the message was last sent less than 1s before handover or RLF, the call to "Determine MBMS services of interest" is missing.
	1
	Add the call.

Coordinator: No solution proposal. Closed without actions.

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.
Huawei: Proposal to add the call.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	5.4
 Inter-RAT mobility

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.5
 Measurements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.6
 Other

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.8
 MBMS

	H.048
	5.8
	"the UE supporting MBMS" and "MBMS capable UE" is used, which is probably a bit confusing because a SC-PTM capable UE can received MBMS services using SC-PTM.
	2
	One possibility would be to add a sentence in 5.1.1, e.g. "MBMS services can be received either via MRB using procedures specified in 5.8 (if the UE supports MBMS) or via SC-MRB using procedures in 5.8a (if the UE supports SC-PTM).

Ericsson: No sentence in 5.1.1 needed. The introduction of SC-PTM does not “change “ the support for MBMS as the support of SC-PTM is “additive”. Only additions requiring a distinction between the two needs attention, and should be straightforward to address in limited instances in existing text and in the new 5.8a

ZTE: Agree with HW.
Nokia: not confusing as long as we assume that unless specified otherwise, it covers both – which seems the simplest.
Huawei: Ericsson and Nokia' comments say that it is clear already but seem to have opposite understanding, which tends to show the need for a clarification.
Huawei: No proposal for now, can think more later.
	Open

(SC-PTM)

	H.049
	5.8.1.3
	In several places, there are statements about "a UE interested to receive (or receiving) MBMS services" which are only applicable to reception via MRB.
	2
	Add "via MRB"

Ericsson: This applies only to the case where the UE is receiving a MBMS service (via MRB). The other case should not include the “via MRB” change.ZTE: Agree with HW.
Nokia: changes to existing text should be minimised. It should be clear that MCCH is only for MBSFN (see e.g. Stage 2)
Huawei: Add "via MRB" only for the case of "receiving" as suggested by Ericsson.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	S.036
	5.8.5,3, SC-PTM interest
	Specification does not clarify that the UE should only provide an interest indication if the SC-PTM frequency provides a service the UE is interested to receive e.g. by reference to 5.8.5.3.5a
	2
	Update 5.8.5.3

ZTE: The MBMS frequeqncy of interest in Section 5.8.5.2 is common for both SC-PTM and legacy MBSFN, as the SC-PTM cell also provides SIB15.
Huawei: The frequency does not depend whether SC-PTM or MBSFN transmission is used so the legacy condition (2 first "2>" bullets) already cover this.
Nokia: seems already covered, please clarify.
Huawei: Propose to close without change.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.105
	5.8.5.2
	Before transmitting MII for SC-PTM, the UE needs to ensure having a valid version of SIB20.
	2
	NOTE:
The UE may send an MBMSInterestIndication even when it is able to receive the MBMS services it is interested in i.e. to avoid that the network allocates a configuration inhibiting MBMS reception.

3>
else if SystemInformationBlockType20 is provided by the PCell:

4>
ensure having a valid version of SystemInformationBlockType20 for the PCell;
Huawei: Propose to close with no change because the UE need not acquire SIB20 before sending MBMSInterestIndication, SIB15 is enough.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	I.021
	5.8.5.2
	In the procedure text related to SIB20 the word “provided” should be replaced by “broadcast” to be consistent with legacy text.
	1
	Replace “provided” by “broadcast” as shown below:

3>
else if SystemInformationBlockType20 is providedbroadcast by the PCell:

Huawei: Agree

Intel: same as E.067
Nokia: OK.
Huawei: Propose to adopt Intel suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	H.052
	5.8.5.3
	There is a list of conditions to be all met ("and" between each bullet point), some of which are starting with an "if" statement on UE capability, i.e. a requirement only in case the UE has some capability.

Using "or" instead of "if" could be clearer, e.g. instead of "if the UE is MBMS capable, the UE ..." to have "the UE is not MBMS capable or the UE ..."
	2
	Discuss which way is clearer (change or not change).

Huawei: Change "if the UE is MBMS capable," to "the UE is not MBMS capable or" and "if the UE is SC-PTM capable," to "the UE is not SC-PTM capable or"

Ericsson: Prefer to leave legacy text untouched for now.

ZTE: Changes may only be needed when ambiguities arise.
Nokia: same as Ericsson, no changes.

Huawei: This is a proposal to clarify what is considered unclear by Nokia and Ericsson in N.028, but Nokia and Ericsson here say no change is needed. Therefore, I would appreciate a clarification from Nokia and Ericsson.
Huawei: Propose to handle in RAN2#93
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	N.028
	5.8.5.3 Determine MBMS frequencies of interest
	No clear condition of enetring the further procedures

2> if the UE is MBMS capable (…)

2> if the UE is SC-PTM capable, at most one frequency is included; and
	2
	Clarify what do the procedures mean

Ericsson: Agree this is unclear. it can also be assumed that a SC-PTM capable UE  supports MBMS. See also comment E.023
ZTE: The SC-PTM UE only supports PCell, namely “at most one frequency”. But the legacy MBMS UE supports more frequencies.
Huawei: See H.052

Samsung: The statement ‘at most one frequency is included’ does not seem like a concidion i.e. better placed seperately (e.g. end of section)
Huawei: Propose to handle in RAN2#93
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	E.341
	5.8.5.3, 5.8.5.3a
	2>
if the UE is SC-PTM capable, at most one frequency is included; and

I think that the UE should be allowed to follow the legacy behaviour and thus may report more than one frequency. Especially for a UE supporting SC-PTM but interested in “legacy” MBMS shall be allowed to send more than one frequency in MII.

Also change may be needed in 5.8.5.3a:
2>
one or more MBMS SAIs in the USD for this service is included in SystemInformationBlockType15 acquired from the PCell for a frequency belonging to the set of MBMS frequencies of interest, determined according to 5.8.5.3.
	3
	Needs to be discussed and resolved. However, my understanding is that we agreed in general that we follow legacy behaviour. ASN.1 seems to support signalling of more than one frequency (?). E-mail discussion suggest further discussion in ASN.1 review or later.

Huawei: This scenario wasn't discussed. In this scenario, indicating more than one frequency could result in the eNB configuring the PCell on a frequency which isn't the one providing the MBMS service that the UE prefers. We could discuss whether it is more important to ensure reception of at least the UE most preferred MBMS service or to allow reception of multiple MBMS services.

For 5.8.5.3a, it is true that today there will only be one frequency, it could be changed to "the MBMS frequency of interest".

Samsung: The UE may support both MBSFN and SCPTM, but will network uses both mechanisms also e.g. popular services by MFSFN? In such case I assume intention is that UE just includes one SCPTM frequency

ZTE: The legacy UE is not allowed to report the number of frequencies exceeding the UE capability. As the SC-PTM UE only supports PCell, then we think the legacy rule can be applied to only one frequency (namely PCell).
Nokia: UE capable of MBSFN and SC-PTM should be allowed to send MII with more than one frequency, i.e. the legacy way.
Huawei: Propose to handle in RAN2#93
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

TDoc Nokia

	S.037
	5.8.5.3a
	MBMS interest indications are only provided for services that are either ongoing or about to start. It is assumed that the same condition is applicable for SC-PTM
	2
	Update 5.8.5.3a (unless this really needs to be discussed during R2#93)

ZTE: To enter 5.8.5.3a, the UE has to fulfill the condition in 5.8.5.2 which covers the legacy condition.
Huawei: Agree, could change the second "2>" bullet of 5.8.5.3a to be the same like the first "2>" bullet of 5.8.5.3a.
Huawei: Proposed an additional condition.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	S.038
	5.8a.1.2
	A description of the scheduling of SC-MTCH is missing
	3
	Clarify that E-UTRAN provides per services a DRX like configuration comprising of period+ offset, on-duration and inactivity period

Huawei: Agree to add one sentence.

ZTE: Based on the ASN.1 structure and the MAC specification, the scheduling of SC-MTCH is clear. But we are open to the clarifications.
Nokia: agree to add a description
Huawei: 5.8a.1.2 is for SC-MCCH, not for SC-MTCH. Besides, scheduling of SC-MTCH is fully described in 36.321, propose to do nothing.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	E.070
	5.8a.2.3 and other places
	"SCPTMConfiguration" does not follow the naming conventions. Note that in some places the correct name has been used, so current spec does not work.
	1
	Change "SCPTMConfiguration " to " SCPTM-Configuration ".
Huawei: There is only one place where "SCPTM-Configuration is used" (5.8.3.3) by mistake. Can we have a message name with a "-"?
Nokia: agree with the proposal.
Huawei; Propose to do as suggested by Ericsson.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.106
	5.8a.3.1
	One MBMS service can only be transmitted via only one SC-MRB. This procedural text is saying that more MBMS services can be transmitted via “an” SC-MRB.
	2
	The procedure applies to SC-PTM capable UEs that are in RRC_CONNECTED or in RRC_IDLE and are interested to receive one or more MBMS services via an SC-MRB.
Huawei: Propose to do as suggested by ZTE.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.107
	5.8a.3.3
	To be clearer, G-RNT and DRX parameters should be changed to the corresponding field names.
	2
	1>
configure a SC-MTCH logical channel applicable for the SC-MRB and instruct MAC to receive DL-SCH on the cell where the SCPTMConfiguration message was received for the MBMS service for which the SC-MRB is established and using the g-RNTIG-RNTI and sc-mtch-SchedulingInfoDRX parameters (if included) in this message for this MBMS service:
Huawei: Propose to do as suggested by ZTE.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	H.051
	5.8.5.2
	Duplicate word ''capable"
	1
	Remove duplicate

Huawei: First sentence in 5.8.5.2.

Coordinator: Corrected during v1300 CR implementation
	Closed

	E.067
	5.8.5.2
	Should it not be " else if SystemInformationBlockType20 is broadcasted by the PCell "?

3>
else if SystemInformationBlockType20 is provided by the PCell:
	1
	Change to "broadcasted by the PCell"… maybe?

Huawei: already covered by I 0.21

Intel: same as I.021.

Coordinator: Same as I.021
	Closed

	E.068
	5.8.5.2
	Extra "capable" in the following:

An MBMS or SC-PTM capable capable UE in RRC_CONNECTED
	1
	Remove extra "capable".

Huawei: Already covered in H.051.
	Closed

	E.022
	5.8.5.2
	Extra “clause” in first paragraph
	1
	Remove extra “clause”

Huawei: Is it "capable" rather than "clause"? (covered in H.051).

Coordinator: Same as H.051
	Closed

	E.069
	5.8a.1.3
	Missing space in the following:

The modification period boundaries are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod m<here>= 0, where m is the number of radio frames comprising the modification period.
	1
	Add the missing space.

Huawei: Agree.

Coordinator: Corrected during v1300 CR implementation
	Closed

	5.9
 RN procedures

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.10
 ProSe

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.2.1 General message structure

	E.023
	6.2.1 SC-MCCH
	scptmConfiguration-r13 ( scptm-Configuration-r13

SCPTMConfiguration-r13 ( SCPTM-Configuration-r13
	1
	Not essentially incorrect as both ways exists in 331 today. 

Huawei: Should we really have a message name with a "-"?

Samsung: Dash should be added according to conventions (but there are several errors)
Coordinator: Corrected in general CR
Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR
Huawei: Propose to follow  Ericsson suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	D.015
	6.2.1 SC-MCCH-Message
	Suffix and style error in ASN.1
	1
	Should be corrected as follows.

SC-MCCH-Message-r13 ::= SEQUENCE {


message




SC-MCCH-MessageType-r13
}

SC-MCCH-MessageType-r13 ::= CHOICE {


c1





CHOICE {



scptmConfiguration-r13



SCPTM-Configuration-r13


},


messageClassExtension
SEQUENCE {}

}
Coordinator: Corrected in general CR
Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR
Huawei: Propose to follow Docomo suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	6.2.2 Message definitions

	Z.044
	6.2.2 MBMSInterestIndication 
	To align with the naming convention of IE by adding “-” between two letters of upper case.
	1
	
mbms-Services-r13
MBMS-ServiceList-r13
OPTIONAL,

Huawei: Agree.
Ericsson: Agree with this change.
Coordinator: Corrected in general CR

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.
Huawei: Propose to follow ZTE suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	S.039
	6.2.2 MBMSInterestIndication 
	Extension is non critical and hence should use –v13x0 suffix
	1
	Coordinator: Corrected in general CR

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.
Huawei: Propose to follow Samsung suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	N.033
	6.2.2 MBMSInterestIndication 
	Using (SC-)MRB may be confusing.
	1
	Use “MRB or SC-MRB” instead.

Ericsson: agree with this change
Coordinator: Corrected in general CR as SC-MRB

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.
Huawei: Propose to follow Nokia suggestion, but not only here.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	I.026
	6.2.2 MBMSInterestIndication 
	The suffix “-r13” for the Rel-13 NCE of MBMSInterestIndication is not correct, it should be 

“-v13xy”.
	1
	Correct the suffix  for the Rel-13 NCE of MBMSInterestIndication to “-v13xy”.
MBMSInterestIndication-r11-IEs ::=
SEQUENCE {


mbms-FreqList-r11




CarrierFreqListMBMS-r11


OPTIONAL,


mbms-Priority-r11




ENUMERATED {true}



OPTIONAL,


lateNonCriticalExtension


OCTET STRING




OPTIONAL,


nonCriticalExtension



MBMSInterestIndication-r13-IEsv13xy-IEs
OPTIONAL

}

MBMSInterestIndication-r13-IEsv13xy-IEs
::=
SEQUENCE {


mbms-Services-r13




MBMSServiceList-r13



OPTIONAL,


nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}





OPTIONAL

}

Huawei: Agree.

Coordinator: Corrected in general CR

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.
Huawei: Propose to follow Intel suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	E.024
	6.2.2 MBMSInterestIndication message 
	mbms-Services-r13




MBMSServiceList-r13



OPTIONAL, ( mbms-Services-r13




MBMS-ServiceList-r13



OPTIONAL,
	1
	Huawei: Agree.

Coordinator: Corrected in general CR. Dash is also added to MBMSServiceInfo IE

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.
Huawei: Propose to follow  Ericsson suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	N.037
	6.2.2 SCPTMConfiguration 
	The field description of scptmNeighbourCellList-13 contains actions upon absence of the field, but has no need code – should be Need OP?
	2
	Use Need OP for the field.

Huawei: Maybe OR should be used, like for SI. The description was added upon request from Nokia Networks :)

Samsung: So far not sure what actions to be taken upon absence are specified where, but need OR is typically used on broadcast. Somewhat related to S.049

Ericsson: related to S.049

Nokia Networks: We have used both OR and OP for broadcast. If we state actions upon absence of the field, the need code cannot be OR but has to be OP.It seems difficult to capture the absence conditions with OR.
Coordinator: Should be treated together with S.049 (class 2) Changed from class 1 to class 2.
Huawei: Propose to follow Nokia suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	S.049
	6.2.2 SCPTMConfiguration, scptmNeighbourCellList (SC-PTM)
	No need to mandate network to provide the neighbour information i.e. can be translated to UE statement
	2
	Change to: when absent, the UE shall assume that the listed service(s) are not provided by SC-PTM in neighbouring cells

Ericsson: Agree with this change, related to N.037

ZTE: Not sure what is unclear in the current field description.
Coordinator: Should be treated together with N.037

Huawei: We cannot see the need for the proposed change in the field description.
Huawei: Propose to follow Samsung suggestion
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.046
	6.2.2
	The field “scptmNeighbourCellList” has no impact on the UE behaviors. Note that the field is not even used in the procedural text. Not sure if we need this field at all.
	3
	We could adopt the following options:

1) To remove “scptmNeighbourCellList” from SC-MCCH.

2) Capture some UE behaviors in Stage-2

3) Capture some UE behaviors in Stage-3 (e.g. general description of SC-PTM)

Huawei: This field is used for sc-mtch-neighbourCell (for more compact signalling), which is the list of neighbour cells providing this MBMS service and the use of this piece of information is already captured in 36.300 section 15.4. Do we need anything more in stage 3?
Chair:

=> Information is provided to assist the UE implementation to decide when to switch to unicast. There are no mandatory requirements related to the field. A UE implementation may choose to not use this information.

=> No change is needed.

=> Can be closed.
	Closed

	Z.045
	6.2.2 SCPTMConfiguration 
	To align with the naming convention of IE by adding “-” between two letters of upper case.
	1
	
scptm-NeighbourCellList-r13

SCPTM-NeighbourCellList-r13


OPTIONAL,

Huawei: Should we change scptmNeighbourCellList-r13 or only SCPTM-NeighbourCellList-r13?
Coordinator: Corrected in general CR
Huawei: Propose to follow ZTE suggestion.
	Closed (General CR)

	E.025
	6.2.2 SCPTMConfiguration message 
	scptmNeighbourCellList-r13

SCPTMNeighbourCellList-r13


OPTIONAL, ( scptm-NeighbourCellList-r13

SCPTM-NeighbourCellList-r13


OPTIONAL,
	1
	Not essentially incorrect, but improves reading

Coordinator: Corrected in general CR
Huawei: Propose to follow Ericsson suggestion.
	Closed (General CR)

	6.3.1 System information blocks

	Z.053
	6.3.1

SystemInformationBlockType20
	Spare(s) are required for the remaining bits of the ENUMERATED field.
	1
	Adding spare(s):

sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod-r13
ENUMERATED {rf2, rf4, rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512 rf1024, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1},
Coordinator: To be corrected based on the outcome of spare value handling discussion. See e.g. N.004.
Huawei: Propose to define values (also for DRX configuration in SCPTM-Configuration message).
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	N.074
	6.3.1 SystemInformationBlockType20
	The prefix “sc-mcch-“ is repeated for every field – we could make a structure instead.
	2
	Discuss whether to put common fields inside a structure. Example:

SystemInformationBlockType20-r13 ::=
SEQUENCE {


sc-mcch-Info-r13




SC-MCCH-Info-r13,


lateNonCriticalExtension


OCTET STRING




OPTIONAL,


...
}

SC-MCCH-Info-r13 ::= SEQUENCE {


repetionPeriod-r13


ENUMERATED {rf2, rf4, rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256},


offset-r13




INTEGER (0..10),


subframe-r13



INTEGER (0..9),


modificationPeriod-r13
ENUMERATED {rf2, rf4, rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512, rf1024},

}

Huawei: Agree.

Chair:

=> Agreed unless a problem with the 36.331 or 36.321 procedural text is found.

=> Can be closed when included in SC-PTM CR. 
Huawei: Not done yet.
	Open 
(SC-PTM CR) (ASN.1)

	I.033
	6.3.1 SystemInformationBlockType20
	There are some issues in the field descriptions:

· sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod: Definition of the values is missing.
· sc-mcch-Offset: Prefix “sc-“ is missing.

· sc-mcch-RepetitionPeriod: Definition of the values should start with rf2.
	1
	Fix the issues in the field descriptions as shown below:

sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod

Defines periodically appearing boundaries, i.e. radio frames for which SFN mod sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod = 0. The contents of different transmissions of SC-MCCH information can only be different if there is at least one such boundary in-between them. Value rf2 corresponds to 2 radio frames, value rf4 corresponds to 4 radio frames and so on.
sc-mcch-Offset

Indicates, together with the sc-mcch-RepetitionPeriod, the radio frames in which SC-MCCH is scheduled i.e. SC-MCCH is scheduled in radio frames for which: SFN mod sc-mcch-RepetitionPeriod = sc-mcch-Offset.
sc-mcch-RepetitionPeriod

Defines the interval between transmissions of SC-MCCH information, in radio frames, Value rf32 corresponds to 32 radio frames, rf64 corresponds to 64 radio frames and so on. Value rf2 corresponds to 2 radio frames, value rf4 corresponds to 4 radio frames and so on.
Huawei: Agree.
Coordinator: Corrected in general CR

Coordinator: To be included in SC-PTM CR and removed from general CR.

Huawei: Propose to adopt Intel suggestions.
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

	N.073
	6.3.1 SystemInformationBlockType20:: 

sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod-r13
	10 values used in total, 6 spares could be possible – do we need to list them explicitly? 

See also N.004
	3
	Discuss and decide what to do with fields that have spares possible – do we list them explicitly or not?

Huawei: We cannot use any spare in broadcast signalling.

ZTE: In general we should provide spares explicity, but the number of spares could increase heavily while the bits used for a field increases.

Nokia Networks: This is related to general discussion – we will provide a contribution to AH meeting. 
Chair: See meeting notes (R2-160050)
Huawei: Propose to close (same as other)
	Open (General CR) (ASN.1)

	Z.052
	6.3.1

SystemInformationBlockType20
	An extra line is required for the extention marker.
	1
	Add extra line for the extention marker:


lateNonCriticalExtension


OCTET STRING




OPTIONAL,


...
}

Coordinator: Corrected during v1300 CR implementation.
	Closed

	Z.054
	6.3.1

SystemInformationBlockType20
	Extra line in the field description should be removed. 
	1
	Extra line in the field description should be removed for “sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod” and “sc-mcch-Offset”.

Coordinator: Corrected during v1300 CR implementation
	Closed

	H.067
	6.3.1 SystemInformationBlockType20
	“
...}

”

“}” shall be put in the next row;
	1
	Huawei: Agree.

Coordinator: Corrected during v1300 CR implementation
	Closed

	6.3.2 Radio resource control information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.3 Security control information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.4 Mobility control information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.5 Measurement information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.6 Other information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.7 MBMS information elements

	Z.093
	6.3.7 MBMSServiceList 
	To align the naming convention.
	1
	Adding “-” between two letters of upper case:
MBMS-ServiceList-r13 ::=


SEQUENCE (SIZE (0..maxMBMS-ServiceListPerUE-r13)) OF MBMS-ServiceInfo-r13

MBMS-ServiceInfo-r13 ::= 



SEQUENCE
{


tmgi-r13






TMGI-r9

}

Huawei: Agree
Huawei: Propose to follow ZTE suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	E.026
	6.3.7 SC-MTCH-InfoList information element
	g-RNTI-r13







C-RNTI,
should it not be 

g-RNTI-r13







G-RNTI
(question is if also “–r13” should be appended)?

However, from a UE p.o.v the “G-RMTI” is just another Id to search for in UE common search space, so in this respect no different handling from C-RNTI.. -Check
	1
	Huawei: Not sure we need a new type.
Coordinator: It is not clear what needs to be corrected. How would this type be defined?.

Samsung: It seems true that the IE definition is not really correct (i.e. identifies a UE). As this is not used multiple times, we could just use BIT STRING (SIZE (16))
Huawei: Propose to follow Samsung suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.087
	6.3.7a SC-MTCH-InfoList 
	To align with the naming convention of field. The correpsonding IE names and the text should be changed accordingly.
	1
	Change the following names:

SC-MTCH-Info-r13 ::= 



SEQUENCE
{


mbms-SessionInfo-r13





MBMS-SessionInfo-r13,


g-RNTI-r13







C-RNTI,


sc-mtch-sSchedulingInfo-r13



SC-MTCH-SchedulingInfo-r13


OPTIONAL,


sc-mtch-nNeighbourCell-r13



BIT STRING (SIZE(maxNeighCellSCPTM-r13))
OPTIONAL,


...

}
Huawei: Agree.
Huawei: Not sure, more views?
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

(ASN.1)

	Z.088
	6.3.7a SC-MTCH-InfoList 
	A gramma error is corrected, and the naming of the field is to be aligned with the naming covention 
	1
	sc-mtch-sSchedulingInfo

DRX information for the SC-MTCH. If this field is absent, the SC-MTCH may be scheduled in any subframe.
Huawei: Agree.
Huawei: Not sure, more views?
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.091
	6.3.7a SC-MTCH-InfoList
	To align with the naming convention of field. The corresponding IE names and the text should be changed accordingly.
	1
	sc-mtch-nNeighbourCell
Huawei: Agree.
Huawei: Not sure, more views?
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.090
	6.3.7a SC-MTCH-InfoList
	The description for the value of DRX offset is missing.
	2
	Add text for the offset:

schedulingPeriodStartOffsetSCPTM
SC-MTCH-SchedulingCycle and SC-MTCH-SchedulingOffset in TS 36.321 [6]. The value of SC-MTCH-SchedulingCycle is in number of sub-frames. Value sf10 corresponds to 10 sub-frames, sf20 corresponds to 20 sub-frames and so on. The value of SC-MTCH-SchedulingOffset value is in number of sub-frames.
Huawei: Agree.
Samsung: Seems sufficiently clear from the value description

Chair:

=> Proposal agreed

=> Can be closed when included in SC-PTM CR.
Huawei: Included in the CR.
	Open 

(SC-PTM CR)

(ASN.1)

	Z.089
	6.3.7a SCPTMNeighbourCellList
	To align with the naming convention of field. The correpsonding IE names and the text should be changed accordingly.
	1
	Change the following names:

SCPTM-NeighbourCellList-r13 ::=

SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNeighCellSCPTM-r13)) OF CellIdentity

Huawei: Agree.
Huawei: Propose to follow ZTE suggestion.
	Open

(SC-PTM CR)

	Z.092
	6.3.7a SC-MTCH-InfoList
	The size of the bit string sc-mtch-NeighbourCell-r13 should be variable from 1 to maxNeighCellSCPTM-r13. Otherwise the field is absent.
	2
	sc-mtch-nNeighbourCell-r13



BIT STRING (SIZE(1..maxNeighCellSCPTM-r13))
OPTIONAL,
Huawei: Prefer fixed size because if there are many services, it seems likely that there are 5 or more neighbours then it is better to not waste 3 bits/service because of variable size.
Chair

=> No change needed
	Closed

	6.3.8 ProSe information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.4 RRC multiplicity and type constraints values

	Z.100
	6.4
	To align the naming convention by adding “-” between two letters of upper case:
	1
	To align the naming convention:

maxMBMS-ServiceListPerUE-r13

Huawei: Agree.
Huawei: Propose to follow ZTE suggestion.
	Open (General CR)
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