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1. Introduction

This is the summary for the following email discussion:
CB: # 34_Email034-eMBMS
-  check encoding details; beauty contest?
- merge/revise as needed
(QC)

Summary of offline disc R3-201137
2. Discussion [may be moved to annex at end]
There are two submitted CRs to 36.443 (R3-200292, Qualcomm and R3-200809, Ericsson), with corresponding discussion documents. Below I list the signalling differences between the two CRs :

· Subcarrier spacing, new values of 2.5 and 0.37 kHz


· 809: extended values of existing Subcarrier Spacing MBMS IE in MCCH Related BCCH Configuration Item

· 292: also extended value of the same IE, but combines this with slot2 / slot 4 see below

· Staggering length of MBSFN-RS (2/4 slots)


· 809: new IE added

· 292: added in combination with 0.37 kHz since only applicable to this spacing (as extra codepoints in above)

· Semistatic CFI


· 809: new IE in MCCH Related BCCH Configuration Item

· 292: not provided

· Subframe Allocation Info Extended


· 809: not provided

· 292: new IE to allow allocation of 10 subframes, conditional to subcarrier spacing of 2.5 kHz or 0.37 kHz.

Please: check the above is correct. I assume we can agree that a CR to M2AP is needed for the functionality requested by RAN1, and no other CR is needed. Then the questions we would need to address are as follows:

1. How to code the staggering length (separate IE, or tied to subcarrier spacing)

	Company
	Comment /Answer

	QC
	Our proposal tries to avoid any error cases where this functionality is signalled for incorrect subcarrier spacing including where the Subcarrier Spacing IE is not included (since it only applies to 0.37 kHz spacing). This is also aligned with QC's proposal in RAN2 for 36.331, i.e. it would result in a direct mapping to RRC, if this is accepted. We understand there is some linkage to RAN2 decisions here.

	HW
	1. For the SCS and pattern, I suppose this was reflected in both QC and E/// CR, no strong view on either way; my understanding, the way in R3-200800/809 just tried to distinguish between SCS and pattern, since the existing IE name is for SCS, and there is specific pattern for the new introduced SCS (but the value seems incorrect); on the other hand, the way in R3-200291 seems more straight forward. Anyway, change on SCS and pattern is needed.
2. For the second change in R3-200291, if my understanding is correct, this is still pending on RAN2 conclusion? 

3. For the second change in R3-200809, my understanding, this is about CFI in MIB, which is used to indicate the symbol used by PDCCH. My question is, should this CFI be decided by MCE? If not, this change is not needed I guess. Seems to us, MCE should not be involved in…


	Samsung
	Both way are fine for M2AP. But slight prefer QC solution, since the direct mapping to RRC. Maybe easy for MCE.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Whether to include the semistatic CFI
	Company
	Comment /Answer

	QC
	It seems that the MIB parameters would definitely not be included in the MBSFN Area configuration (MCCH Related BCCH Configuration Item), as they are not per-area. In legacy, it seems that none of the IEs in MasterInformationBlock-MBMS are exchanged in M2AP, so it is not clear that this needs to be covered in M2AP.

	Samsung
	Same understanding as QC

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3. Whether to include the Subframe Allocation Info Extended

	Company
	Comment /Answer

	QC
	This is not being requested by RAN1, but the functionality to enable allocation of all subframes is missing and should be added. In RAN2, due to backward compatibility reasons, we are proposing to add this functionality to a new rel-16 MBSFN Area Info (MBSFN-AreaInfo-r16) which itself supports the new values of carrier spacing only. To be consistent, we are proposing this in M2AP, conditional to the new subcarrier spacing values. Again this has some dependency on RAN2 agreements.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4. Any further issues ? 

3. Summary and conclusions 

