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An issue regarding the interpretation of the IE "Neighbouring cell identity" in the MBMS NEIGHBOURING CELL PTM RB INFORMATION (abbreviated as "MBMS NCI" in this paper) message has arised.

Looking into the specification, the interpretation of this IE is not entirely clear. The "Type and reference" and "Semantics description" of this IE in sub-clause 10.2.16k (MBMS NCI) specifies that this is an "Integer (0..<maxCellMeas-1>)" with the following semantic description: "The intra-frequency cell id of the cell obtained from the IE 'Intra-frequency cell Info list' in SIB 11".

Going to the IE "Intra-frequency Cell Info list" in SIB 11, there is the list of the "New intra-frequency cells", where each entry contains the IE "Cell info" and the optionally present (OP) IE "Intra-frequency cell id". The problem is that, at least in the Ericsson experience, there is usually no explicit assignment of the "intra-frequency cell id" provided in the SIB 11. Ericsson networks don't use it, and we believe neither do many other networks.

When this IE is absent in SIB 11, there is a procedure in sub-clause 8.6.7.3 for how the intra-frequency cells from the IE "Intra-frequency Cell Info list" in SIB 11 shall be placed into the variable CELL_INFO_LIST, without the explicit assignment of the IE "Intra-frequency cell id". However, the description in sub-clause 10.2.16k (MBMS NCI) refers to the "intra-frequency cell id" obtained from SIB 11 and not to the procedure in sub-clause 8.6.7.3. Hence, there is a slight gap in the chain of association: if the "intra-frequency cell id" is not explicitly signalled in SIB 11, should the UE rely on the procedure in sub-clause 8.6.7.3 to obtain one based on how the cell is initially placed into the variable CELL_INFO_LIST?
The last CR modifying the description of the "Neighbouring cell identity" in the MBMS NCI message was the CR 2613 from May 2005. It did not address this particular issue about how to obtain the "intra-frequency cell id" from SIB 11. Its unclear if the issue has been discussed (via Email or in RAN2) after that.

In any case, it is the Ericsson opinion that the presence of the IE "Intra-frequency cell id" in SIB 11 should not be required, just because of the neighbouring cell identities in the MBMS NCI message. The SIB 11 is often size critical. Remember that we have recently added the SIB 11bis to ease those problems. Adding a number of bytes in order to explicitly signal the "intra-frequency cell id"s does not make sense. Based on the procedure in sub-clause 8.6.7.3, there is also a clear ordering of the intra-frequency cells listed in SIB 11 into the variable CELL_INFO_LIST, which we think implicitly associates a value of the "intra-frequency cell id", also to those cells for which that IE is not present in SIB 11 and therefore no explicit value is assigned.

Note: the cells in the variable CELL_INFO_LIST may be rearranged by other messages than the SIB 11. It is therefore essential that the IE "Neighbouring cell identity" in the MBMS NCI message refers to intra-frequency cell id somehow obtained from the SIB 11, and not to the variable CELL_INFO_LIST as such. The contents of the variable may be different in different UEs.

To conclude, a few questions need to be asked:

1)
Is the principle acceptable that the interpretation of the IE "Neighbouring cell identity" in the MBMS NCI message is based on the procedure in sub-clause 8.6.7.3, and how that procedure initially orders the intra-frequency cells from SIB 11 into the variable CELL_INFO_LIST, in particular in those cases where an explicit IE "intra-frequency cell id" is not present in the SIB 11?

2)
If that principle is acceptable, does it need to be clarified in 25.331? There seems to have been different understandings in the passed and to avoid problems in the future, a clarification might be useful. – Ericsson would volunteer to draft a CR to the next meeting, in such case.

3)
If that principle is not acceptable, what would be the alternative approach?

RAN2 is asked to consider these questions and to agree on the way forward.
