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1. Introduction
In RAN2#70bis meeting, the following agreement was given on the mapping between the CIF and the cell index:
	8: 
Mapping between CIF codepoints to Cell Index should be defined for PDCCH Cells using CIF.


- Will ask RAN1 if they want to use the same value.



In this contribution, we discuss from the RAN 2 point of view why the CIF needs to be different to the Cell Index and propose that RAN 2 adopt explicit signalling for CIF as opposed to CIF implicitly associated with Cell Index in any form (e.g. CIF = Cell Index).
2. Discussion
The following possibilities were discussed in the last meeting on the definition of CIF:
· Explicit mapping of CIF to a Cell Index (i.e. no association between CIF and Cell Index)

· Implicit mapping of CIF to a Cell Index (i.e. association between CIF and Cell Index)

· CIF = Cell Index

· CIF = the order of Cell Index associated with a scheduling SCell/PCell PDCCH 

As mentioned in the last meeting, the Cell Index is like the RB Type ID where it is associated with a particular SCell until the SCell (also PCell if Cell Index is also defined for PCell) is released.  In the RAN 2 LS to RAN 1 [1], it was also asked whether CIF will be unchanged over a PCell/SCell life cycle.  The reason for asking this question is because if RAN 1 thinks that CIF is going to change during the PCell/SCell lifecycle, then it should not set CIF=Cell Index or associated with Cell Index in any form.  
On the other hand, Cell Index may change during the lifetime of a SCell/PCell if RAN2 were to agree that on the following: PCell has a Cell Index set to a default value and PCell change performed via reconfiguration procedure is allowed. In this case, during PCell change, the existing PCell may become a SCell and a new Cell Index value will have to be assigned to it so that the default value can be used by the new PCell.
So even if RAN 1 decide that CIF is fixed for scheduling a given SCell/PCell during the lifetime of the SCell/PCell, there is still a concern that if the Cell Index may change during the lifetime of a SCell/PCell (if RAN 2 agree on some other things about the Cell Index of PCell), then this would force the CIF to change if CIF is defined to be equal to the Cell Index. This may result in uncertainty between the eNB and UE about which Cell is indicated by the CIF during a reconfiguration, for example if PCell change can be performed via a reconfiguration procedure.
Furthermore, the gain of using the same value for CIF as for Cell Index (or using some other implicit mapping of the Cell Index) is quite limited. The most it saves in the amount of signalling overhead is up to 20 bits (e.g. 3bits CIF x 5 CCs + 5 optional bits which may or may not be there depending on the ASN.1).

In addition, for the implicit mapping options, the rule either needs to be defined in the RAN 1 specs or in the RAN 2 specs. 
2.1 Importance of having separate identifiers for future flexibility

In general, where two identifiers perform two totally different roles and functions, using the same value or hard coding a mapping into the specifications can bring unexpected interactions and limitations especially in terms of future compatibility on when the value can be changed.  This is worse when the functionality is defined by two different working groups as changes made by one group may have an unexpected and unnoticed interaction in the other group; or changes will need to be verified by other working group.  
Keeping the L1 and L3 identifiers separate can hence be seen as avoiding this potential complexity and the only additional impact is to transfer one new identity.  
Note that we use separate identifies for NAS, RRC and L2 for radio bearers.

Hence it is proposed that:

Proposal: CIF and Cell Index shall use separate identifiers and the CIF is explicitly signalled in the RRC Connection Reconfiguration message.
3. Conclusion
RAN 2 is requested to agree on the proposal:

Proposal: CIF and Cell Index shall use separate identifiers and the CIF is explicitly signalled in the RRC Connection Reconfiguration message.
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