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Introduction
In this paper we focus on the issue of extended SIBs, which has been discussed extensively in the past RAN2 #111-e meeting [1]. A set of CRs [2] have been technically endorsed in RAN2, and will be available for discussions and potential approval in this RP meeting. 
The remainder of this contribution is organized as the following. In section 2, some background is given on the issue, and our views are presented based on discussions. Section 3 is the summary of observations and proposals.  
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2.1 Background of the Issue 
As summarized in [2], the issue is about the extended SIBs, or more specifically the SIBs that include SIB-19 and beyond (defined by LTE R12 and later releases). The issue was only raised to 3GPP RAN2 recently, and based on the discussions so far, a general understanding is that its root cause lies in some problematic implementations in some legacy UEs.
This issue was formally captured as the following [2]
when SIB19 and onwards are broadcast over the E-UTRAN network:	When an eNB broadcasts SIB1 which includes scheduling information of SI messages including SIB19 and onwards, some legacy UEs that do not handle the SIB-Type IE correctly are unable to acquire SIB1 and consider the cell as barred.
-	It happens no matter whether SIB19 and onwards are scheduled separately from the other legacy SIBs (SIB2 to SIB18) via a different SI message, or SIB19 and onwards are scheduled together with the legacy SIBs in the same SI message.
In an ideal case the problematic UEs shall take software update so that it acquires the extended SIBs in a way that is compliant to the specification. But as some legacy UEs cannot be updated due to various reasons, there were more proposals to handle this issue. Then, after extensive discussions and debates, a WF was agreed in RAN2, which basically submits its technically endorsed CRs [2] (i.e., a solution to adopt if we go with standardized way) for RP’s decision. 
In short, there seems to be a few options on the table, i.e., 
a) to agree on standardized solution as in R2 technically endorsed CRs [2]
b) not agree on the CRs but leave the issue to implemenations
These will be further discussed in the section 2.2.

2.2 Suggested WF‎
To figure out a WF we review the option a) and b) in the following.
For a), the solutions have been discussed in RAN2, and the CRs are available since LTE R12 [2]. As summarized in the CRs, additional scheduling information is introduced into SIB1 so that SIB19 and ‎onwards can be scheduled via the additional field. The proposed structure allows that the extended SIs are scheduled together with other SIs in the same SI message, or they can be in separate SI messages. And, if it is determined that no such issue exists in a network, it can just schedule the extended SIs without using the new schedulingInfoList ‎as introduced by the CRs. 
For b) there were some possible workarounds during the RAN2 discussions [1]. The benefits of option b) is very clear, i.e., no specification effort or any NBC. But there were concerns during the discussions that these solutions either put certain extra restriction to operators’ spectrum deployment, or rely on certain UE implementation which has not been widely confirmed as applicable. 
Given such situation, we believe RP should discuss in a structured way, i.e., 
· Q1: How severe is this issue?
· Q2: Is there an agreeable workaround solution to solve the issue, if it is severe and needs proper handling?
· Q3: If no agreeable workaround exists, can RP approve the proposals from R2 [2]?
For Q1, it depends on a couple of factors such as the amount of problematic legacy UEs, possibility to update a great portion of them, as well as the tools/resources that are really available for an operator to go for workarounds. Operators’ opinions on this question should be carefully taken into account. 
For Q2, so far there seems to be no converged views. Therefore more discussions are needed in order to answer this question. 
For Q3, we think the answer should be clear. The argument is simply that if the issue is severe and if there is no agreeable workaround, then RP should consider the possibility of approving the technically endorsed CRs from RAN2. 
With these we have the following observations and proposal. 
Observation 1	The 1st question to discuss is the severity of the extended SIB issue. 
Observation 2	There is so far lack of converged view on an agreeable workaround solution, i.e., a solution that does not require specification changes. 
Proposal 1	If majority supports a standardized solution to solve the issue of extended SIBs, it is suggested to approve R2 technically endorsed CRs.

Conclusion
In this contribution we discuss on the issue of extended SIBs. We review the background and possible options on the table. Our observations and proposals are listed below. 
Observation 1	The 1st question to discuss is the severity of the extended SIB issue. 
Observation 2	There is so far lack of converged view on an agreeable workaround solution, i.e., a solution that does not require specification changes. 
Proposal 1	If majority supports a standardized solution to solve the issue of extended SIBs, it is suggested to approve R2 technically endorsed CRs.
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