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Introduction

The issue on about on-demand SI request for idle/inactive UE has been discussed in RAN3#119-bis-e, with the following conclusion:

Issue is acknowledged, to be continued…
It has been acknowledged that the granularity for the request of system information is SI over RRC, according to 38.331. While for F1, it should be clarified whether the requested information should be in the basis of SI message or SIB Type.
Discussion
As specified in 38.331, SIBs other than SIB1 and posSIBs are carried in SystemInformation (SI) messages, and Only SIBs or posSIBs having the same periodicity can be mapped to the same SI message. The mapping of SIBs to SI messages is configured in schedulingInfoList and schedulingInfoList2.
The above is the basic understanding for System information. And it has been pointed out in RAN3#119-bis-e that, for on-demand SI request from idle/inactive UE, it has been agreed in R3-185233 at RAN3#101 that the granularity should be SI message. The reason is that RAN2 has finally decided that on demand system information request is based on SI via MSG3, which is reasonable.

Agreed CR: R3-185233
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Observation 1: On-demand SI request from idle/inactive UE is on the basis of SI messages, where one SI message could include different SIB types. The mapping of SIB types to SI messages is configured in schedulingInfoList and schedulingInfoList2.
However, the correction is leaves an ambiguous usage ‘SI type’, which would bring confusion to RAN3 group, e.g. people would consider this SI type as SIB type, which is totally different. In our understanding, when we talks about system information, it could be either SIBs which includes different types such as SIB2, SIB3 and so on, or SI message than could carry different SIBs, the mapping of SIBs to SI message is configured by in schedulingInfoList and schedulingInfoList2. There is no definition such as SI type, the mentioning of which would only bring confusion with SIB type.

If we look at the rapporteur CR(R3-201267) agreed at RAN3#107-e, one typical consequence of this confusing wording could be found. In this CR, the editor adds a semantic description that ‘the SI Type value of other SI starts from 2’, now we can deduce that some misunderstanding happened at that time in RAN3 group —— SI type was taken as SIB type, and then a requirement for it to start from 2 was added into specification (the type of other SIBs indeed starts from 2.)

Agreed Rapporteur CR: R3-201267
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Observation 2: In F1AP, the SI messages requested by UE is mentioned as ‘SI type’, which is ambiguous and has resulted in confusion with SIB type in RAN3 group.

For clarification, when the CU receives the SI request from idle/inactive UE, there could be two options for CU to transfer the request information to DU:

Option 1: SI list. This is the most direct way and has been approved in RAN3 since RAN3#101. In this way, there is no extra work for CU to map the requested SI list into SIB types. The value should start from 1.
Option 2: SIB type. The CU would need to map the SI list received from UE to SIB types. In this case, the type value should start from 2.
Based on the discussion history in RAN3, we would prefer option 1 that has been agreed. To prevent further confusion, we think it needs to be clarified in RAN3 that the SI request from CU to DU should be the SI message list indicated by requested-SI-List over RRC, neither SI type, nor SIB type. With this understanding, the semantic description that ‘the SI Type value of other SI starts from 2’ should be removed.

For the dedicated SIB request from UEs in RRC_CONNECTED state, we prefer to keep the current specification, i.e., SI list. This would need the CU to map the SIB type into SI list.
Proposal 1 : Stop using ‘SI type’ in RAN3 specification. Use SIB type or SI message when it comes to system information.

Proposal 2: Remove the semantic description that ‘the SI Type value of other SI starts from 2’ in F1AP. 

Conclusion

Observation 1: On-demand SI request from idle/inactive UE is on the basis of SI messages, where one SI message could include different SIB types. The mapping of SIB types to SI messages is configured in schedulingInfoList and schedulingInfoList2.
Observation 2: In F1AP, the SI messages requested by UE is mentioned as ‘SI type’, which is ambiguous and has resulted in confusion with SIB type in RAN3 group.

Proposal 1 : Stop using ‘SI type’ in RAN3 specification. Use SIB type or SI message when it comes to system information.

Proposal 2: Remove the semantic description that ‘the SI Type value of other SI starts from 2’ in F1AP. 
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