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1
Introduction

A remaining issue, 315, identified in the PDU review is whether the SIB 11 parameter dataCodingScheme should be made optional. This Tdoc is intended as a basis for discussion in order to close this item.
2
Discussion
The ASN1 for SIB11 contains the mandatory IE dataCodingScheme. This parameter is not used for duplicate detection and therefore, where multiple SIB 11 instances are used to transport the secondary notification warningMessage, it does not need to be replicated in each SIB11 instance, it only needs to be included in one.
SystemInformationBlockType11 information element
-- ASN1START

SystemInformationBlockType11 ::=
SEQUENCE {


messageIdentifier




BIT STRING (SIZE (16)),


serialNumber





BIT STRING (SIZE (16)),


warningMessageSegmentType


ENUMERATED {notLastSegment, lastSegment},


warningMessageSegmentNumber


INTEGER (0..63),


warningMessageSegment



OCTET STRING,


dataCodingScheme




OCTET STRING (SIZE (1)),


...

}
-- ASN1STOP

Given that there is a common format for all SIB11 instances it seems that there are, potentially, two ways forward:
1. Leave things as they are:
In this case the network will always provide a value for this IE and an overhead of one byte per SIB11 instance, except one, will be incurred. Since ETWS secondary notification is an uncommon occurrence, inefficiency of this type may be acceptable. It could be expected that the network will insert the same value into each SIB 11 instance otherwise UE behaviour could be unpredictable.

Currently, there are no instructions in section 5.2.2.18 of [1] regarding how the UE should process the IE  other than forwarding it to the upper layers i.e. how it should respond to each instance. For completeness some text should probably be added e.g. ‘store the value overwriting any previously stored value’.
2. Change dataCodingScheme to optional:

If the dataCodingScheme IE were made optional then a network could include the IE in just one instance of the SIB11, e.g. the last segment, thereby removing an unnecessary overhead. Since a UE is required to receive all SIB11 instances before it assembles the warningMessage it should receive a dataCodingScheme IE instance before it is required to pass the complete warningMessage, together with the IEs dataCodingScheme, messageIdentity and serialNumber to the upper layers.
The IE could be optional with need ON or, possibly, optional conditional on it being the first or alternatively last segment. Should the network omit the parameter from all SIB11 instances then a potential difficulty arises because the dataCodingScheme is a mandatory IE in the ETWS message that is sent to the eNB and so it represents an error case. UE behaviour in the case that no dataCodingScheme is provided could be viewed as undefined. It is assumed here that the RRC spec [1] would not indicate to the UE what to do if no dataCodingScheme is provided because this appears to be a network error case.
If this solution is adopted, text will need to be added to section 5.2.2.18 of [1] to describe UE behaviour relating to the optional IE. A draft CR, R2-091273, suggesting how the changes might look if optional ON is adopted is attached for information. Even if it is decided not to adopt this solution, possibly consideration should be given to including some instructions in section 5.2.2.18 of [1] describing UE processing of the IE.
3
Conclusion
The question of whether the SIB11 IE dataCodingScheme should be made optional in the ASN1 has been discussed. It is proposed that RAN2 should decide between the two options:
1. Leave the IE dataCodingScheme mandatory in every SIB 11 instance.

Or

2. Change the IE dataCodingScheme to optional.

No strong preference between the two options is expressed here. 
References
[1] 3GPP TS 36.331,  Radio Resource Control (RRC); Protocol specification
