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Discussion and decision
1 Introduction

This document provides an overview of list of issues resulting from the review of the PDU specification including their status. For some issues the proposed solution is indicated as well as the company & Tdoc introducing this in the standard. For some of the issues this document includes further considerations.

2 Discussion
<Moved to separate discussion paper>
3 Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes an overview of list of issues resulting from the review of the PDU specification. RAN2 is requested to endorse the status including the solutions proposed.

4 References

[1] 
TS 36.331 E-UTRA RRC specification
5 Review issue list (Annex)
Classification: 1: straigthforward clarification/ correction that can be included in next rapporteurs update, 2: small issue i.e. solution expected to be concluded easily e.g. by e-mail, 3: more significant issue i.e. requiring further discussion/ contributions. Abbreviations used: TBD (to be done), TBC (to be confirmed/ concluded)
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	General

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. 
	
	Should we generally talk about MBMS capable, or should we be more specific concerning support of enhanced MBMS features e.g. service continuity.

E.g. only UEs supporting service continuity need to acquire SIB15, to provide interest indications, ..
	3
	Rap> Treat seperately from ASN.1 review (paper)

(May also affect 36.304. Note that for we did not introduce statements regarding UE support of counting in REL-10)

CATT: corresponding paper will be submitted to RAN2 plenary
Hua>prefers to use “MBMS capable UE”. We talk about “CSFB capable UE” but we never say “UEs support Rel-9 CSFB” or “UEs support Rel-10 CSFB”
Rap> Paper for R2#81
	CATT.1

Out of scope

(R2#81 paper CATT)

	2. 
	
	Ensure that, in conditions, it is clear what the UE shall do in case of otherwise e.g. release, continue, ..
	2
	Perform general check
Hua>should treat it case by case.

Rap> No change; some more checking may be done
	-

	3. 
	
	Field descriptions. Can some be removed, are some more needed
	2
	Perform general check 

Hua>should treat it case by case.
Rap> No change; some more checking may be done
	-

	4. 
	
	For several IEs there are numerous sub-IEs defined i.e. a large section. It may be desirable to introduce a convention regarding ordering.
	1
	Alphabetical ordering seems preferrable above release/ version based. To be confirmed (not urgent)
ASUS> It is nice to have ordering. 

ALU> Order can be difficult to maintain during  specific CR drafting unless we do it only as part of ASN.1 review.  In any case, I normally use Word search strings.  But agree ordering will make it look tidier. But no strong view either way. 

Hua>ok to do this based on release/version, but only for new lease and version.
Rap> May be considered in a further CR update (like we introduced from one release the alphanumerical ordering of field descriptions)
	May be done

	5. 
	
	When using late corrections containers, there are different extension branches. It may be good to add some marking to avoid misuse 

(This is mainly relevant for UE EUTRA capabilities)
	1
	Add a comment -- Late extensions/ -- Regular extensions

(only when both appear together i.e. not when regular extensons are done after an extension marker) 

Hua> some marking is ok. But why the order is changed?
Rap> For UE capabilities, the late extensions were placed in-beteeen regular extensions. It seems preferrable not to maintain this mixing
	CR

	6. 
	
	Introduce Abbreviation PTAG and STAG, as agreed during RAN2#80 (see R2-125322)
	2
	Preference is to use PTAG (to align with PCell), although stage 2 uses pTAG and sTAG. Field names are changed correspondingly i.e. secTAG-ToReleaseList, secTAG-Id (stag-ToReleaseList, stag-Id 

Ericsson: please note that pTAG and sTAG was already used in other specifications (even not under RAN2 responsibility). Considering the previous alignment effort, we prefer that there is consistency among specifications and avoid RRC having its own terminology. 

CATT: It is ok for us. 

Hua> it is ok. But some “secondary TAGs” are still used in current spec. Shoulb be updated accordingly.
Rap> Style pTAG/ sTAG was not used as it conflicts with ASN.1 naming conventions. Hopefully all cases are covered now. 
	Sam, Alu

CR TBC

	7. 
	
	Apply change of convention regarding need code for non-critical extensions (to align late and non-late) i.e. to keep OP also for nonCriticalExtensions taken into use. This was agreed during RAN2#79, see R2-123831)
	1
	Re-introduce OP, not just for non-critical extensions taken into use in REL-11 (but also for NCEs taken into use in earlier releases) 

Hua> seems it is legacy issue. Shall we discuss it in ASN.1 review?
Rap> Fine to discuss, but this is considered purely a specification issue (no change of behavioural requirements)
	CR

	8. 
	
	The specification includes several FFS, some dependent on progress in other groups (e.g. where we intend to add a reference to a specific subclause). It would be good to handle these in a consistent manner
	2
	It seems acceptable to keep FFS for those cases where a reference to a specific clause is really beneficial. For cases where a general reference is sufficient, the FFS might be removed. To be be discussed.

Rap> It should be acceptable to have some undefined refereces (like FFS in the specification). Nevertheless, aim should be to solve all references up to the coming meeting
	ERI21

-

	9. 
	
	In the field descriptions, do not use a single row for more than one field description
	2
	Rap> If the same description applies, it is preferrable to avoid duplicating so preference is to split only if there is a need. In some cases, a remark affects 2 fields (e.g. addMod/ release of a field)

ASUS> Agree with Rap.
Rap> No change for now. Proponents may consider bringing proposal
	ERIxx
-

	10. 
	
	There were several small comments regarding pre-r11 functionality
	1
	Rap> Except for minor editorials, I consider this all to be outside the scope of this review (and thus have not e.g. removed a shall from a r10 related note)
	-

	11. 
	
	In some instances an IE is introduced in REL-11 because in that release the concerned definition is used for a 2nd time. Which suffix should be used in such cases
	2
	As the IE is introduced in REL-11, it should use -r11 suffix (meaning a legacy field may refer to a -r11 IE, but there is no problem with that). To be discussed/ confirmed

Example: PowerRampingParameters 

ALU> Agree, -r11 should be used, I think.

	Sam, Alu31

-

	12. 
	
	There are several fields for which an IE can be defined or for which the definition can be replaced by referring to a defined IE e.g. bandEUTRA
	2
	Perform a general check

Rap> No change for now, but may still be considered
	Alu40

May be done

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2
 System information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.3
 Connection contro

	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	5.2.1.3
	As SIBIs the undestanding correct that notification is not applicable for SIB16 i.e.not for any change of its contents?
	2
	(see related issue in section on SIB16)

To be discussed/ confirmed
ZTE>Yes, the notification is not applicable for SIB16, and we agree some description may be needed in 5.2.1.3. For the similar reason, we think the description of SIB16 should be added In the field description of systemInfoValueTag and systemInfoModification as well 

ASUS> In our understanding, notification is applicable for SIB16 except for the change of timeInfo. 

CATT: propose align with SIB8, i.e. except timeInfo, if other content is changed, notification should be used..
ALU> No, in my understanding, only the time fields are excempt from value tag and notification  Same principle as followed for SIB8.
Rap> All fields are time related, but seems the intention is that the 'no notification' only applies for field timeInfo. The text in 5.2.1.3 is updated accordingly
	Nok5
CR TBC

	14. 
	5.2.2.3/4
	Shouldn't SIB16 be mentiond or is it completely up to UE implementation to acquire SIB16?
	2
	To be discussed/ confirmed
ZTE: Up to UE implementation is acceptable for us. 

ASUS> Clarifying the SIB16 acquisition is preferred, e.g. whether it is requested by upper layers or left for UE implementation. 

CATT: It’s up to UE implementation.
ALU> I saw a later proposal to capture typical application areas.  Beyond that, acquisition can left entirely up to UE implementation, I think. But open to other suggestions.
Rap> Leave up to UE implementation. Note that nothing is stated regarding acquisition of SIB9 either. We can follow the same approach, so no change for now
	Nok4/6
-

	14a
	5.2.2.7/ 5.2.2.9
	The ‘while in connected is redundant’ as the preceding bullet already sufficiently clarifies this concerns connected
	1
	Remove

NSN, Sam> The text aims to clarify the UE just does not use the info while in CONN, but uses it again when going to IDLE
Rap> No change for now
	Asus

-

	15. 
	5.2.2.15 (CDMA NW sharing)
	The behaviour of a UE supporting CDMA2000 network sharing is not clearly specified (also affects SIB8 field description)


	3?
	Can we assume/ clarify that the behaviour may be as follows:

- The RPLMN concerns the regular RPLMN

- If the SIB8 includes parameters for the UE's RPLMN, it selects those parameters. Otherwise:

a) the UE selects the legacy parameters (as a UE not supporting CDMA2000 network sharing)

b) the assumes that interworking to CDMA2000 is not supported

To be discussed
ZTE: We would like to see a paper in the coming RAN2 meeting. 

ASUS> Clarifying the forwarding of the received SIB16 information is preferred. 

CATT: a) is preferred.
ALU>  I am happy to consider rephrasing to bring clarity if something is not clear.  Everyone seems to have come to the correct conclusions – so not entirely convinced that somethiing is unclear!  May be we can look at definte proposals and decide.
Sam> Although it might be nice to be able to support a case in which interworking to CDMA2000 is supported for a subset of the broadcasted PLMNs, there is no way to prevent legacy UEs from assume it is supported for all PLMNs. Hence, it seems sufficient to only cover the case that all RPLMN’s (i.e. all PLMN’s from SIB1) are listed i.e. no option b)

Rap> No change for now, but some clarification seems desirable (e.g. adding a constraint on E-UTRAN)
	Nok1

(R2-130030)

	15a
	5.2.2.15 (CDMA NW sharing)
	Rephrase the text cmda2000 network sharing capable to be more aligned with UE capabilities
	1
	Change

(The draft CR proposes to align with the terminology used in the field description of the UE-EUTRA-Capability, and as in .306)
	CR

	16. 
	5.2.2.23 (SysTimeInf)
	Shouldn't the UE forward the systemTimeInfo received in SIB16 to CDMA2000 upper layers (i.e. same as when received in SIB8)
	3?
	If we would like SIB16 to be the universal means to provide a general purpose time reference and facilitate omit it in SIB8, we may need to add:

1>
if the systemTimeInfo is included:

2>
forward the systemTimeInfo to CDMA2000 upper layers;
To be discussed/ confirmed
ZTE: agree 

CATT: it is not very precise. It is proposed to add one more condition “if the UE supports CDMA2000” into B1 line. And it is proposed to discuss which parameters should be forwarded.
ALU> In my understanding, SIB16 is not meant to replace SIB8.  Only the other way around.  I think that is what is captured.  Note that we have now renamed the field in SIB16 and it does not mention about system time anymore.  

Rap> No change for now. It seems that timeInfo may be used for a variety of purposes, up to UE implementation. From the discussion on related issue 59, it seems that timeInfo in SIB16 is not intended to be used for CDMA interworking and hence can not replace the common time in SIB8 (note also that the format is different from the one in SIB8). Proponents may bring paper to clarify.
	Nok2

TBC
(R2-130030)

	17. 
	5.3.2.3 (EAB)
	Extract:

re-acquire SystemInformationBlockType1 immediately, i.e., without waiting until the next system information modification period boundary as specified in 5.2.1.6
	2
	Section 5.2.1.6 does not include any specification of SIB1 acquisition “without waiting until the next system information modification period boundary”.

Rap> Note that for CMAS the same applies. Note that for acquisition of SIB14 (and SIB12) it might be good to add a reference to 5.2.1.6 also (as that section specifies the UE continues acquisition based on the current SIB)

> Remove the reference. More changes TBC

ZTE: agree 

ASUS> In 5.3.2.3, re-acquiring SIB1 is performed for 3 cases: ETWS, CMAS, and EAB. And currently only CMAS and EAB have references. The handling, i.e. whether to add or remove the references, should be consistent for the three cases.
CATT: Agree with the proposal.
[Intel] We agree to remove the references for EAB and CMAS. 

Hua> 5.2.1.6 is the guidance of UE behavior when UE received Paging in different cases for EAB, especially whether UE should read SIB1 before SIB14. So we prefer to keep reference as what we did for CMAS.
NSN> Clause 5.2.1.6 says something about SIB1
Sam> It is true that 5.2.1.6 mentions SIB1, but it merely states that when acquiring SIB14 the UE shall continue using the current SIB1 until it has re-acquired SIB1. As this concerns SIB14 acquisition, it would seem more appropriate to move the reference to the bullet on SIB14. Note that the same applies for ETWS and CMAS
Rap> No change for now. Proposals may be brought to Ad Hoc
	ZTE.1

(R2-130038)

	18. 
	5.3.3.6 (Conn est fail)
	It is considered sufficient to state “set the plmn-Identity to the PLMN selected by upper layers”. 

Adding “from the PLMN(s) included in the plmn-IdentityList in SystemInformationBlockType1” raises the issue what the UE should do it upper layers would select a PLMN not included in SIB1.
	2
	Delete the part referring to SIB1

(Note that the same text is used from REL-8 for the setting selectedPLMN-Id, see 5.3.3.4)

ZTE: According to the definition of IE selectedPLMN-Identity in RRCConnectionSetupComplete, which can be found as follow, we think the upper layer have to select a PLMN included in SIB1. So, we prefer to keep the part referring to SIB1 

CATT: not necessary to delete as it is not incorrect.
ALU> I thnk I understand now.  The sentence in Rel-8 was probably put in to clarify that the index corresponds to the order in SIB1.  OK not to change anything.
NSN> The text should not be removed as it clarifies the UE is supposed to only select a PLMN from the list in the SIB1

Sam> We think we should keep the text clarifying that upon connection etablishment upper layers select one of the PLMNs included in SIB1. The wording could be improved to avoid the suggestion that upper layers could select a PLMN not included in SIB1 but we think there is no real need to modify the REL-8 text, and that its best to keep all cases aligned. Note that for eab the disputed part is omitted (see 5.3.3.12)
Rap> No change for now
	ALU1

-

	19. 
	5.3.3.6 (Conn est fail)
	In the ASN.1 both the RSRP and RSRQ measurement for the failed cell is mandatory but the procedure says “if available”.

set the measResultFailedCell to include the RSRP and RSRQ, if available
Discuss what was really intended and align procedure and ASN.1. If it is really “if available”, make the fields OPTIONAL
	2
	Can we remove the optional? To be discussed
ZTE: We think IE RSRQ should be set to optional in measResultFailedCell-r11 

ASUS> In principle, we prefer to remove all “if available” for mandatory IEs to align procedure text and ASN.1.
DCM: The formulation of procedure text for Connection Establishment Failure and RLF are the same. But for RLF case, only RSRQ field is made OPTIONAL. Probably we could align according Conn est fail to RLF case. 

CATT: propose to make RSRP and RSRQ optional for failed Cell. Since maybe the UE could not detect the cell at that time and could not have the measurement results. 

NSN>Is RSRQ always available? Isn’t it so that RSRP has to be mandatory but RSRQ is optional so that only if UE has, it can report?
Sam> This case is somewhat different from RLF i.e. the UE does not yet have a measConfig so what the UE stores is based on idle measurements. Anyhow, we are fine to make RSRQ optional.
Rap> Change RSRQ to optional (no change to procedural text)
	ALU2
CR

	20. 
	5.3.3.6 (Conn est fail)
	In the text on setting locationInfo the setting of gnss-TOD is not mentioned. Add, unless the omission was intentional
	3
	To be discussed/ confirmed
ZTE: agree 

ASUS> Similar issue for RLF report and measurement report, i.e. not all location info (locationCoordinates, horizontalVelocity and gnss-TOD-msec) are included.
(Ericsson): the UE does not always have the measurements, hence the procedure text is correct. If technical possible from code point of view, we should make the fields in the ASN.1 code OPTIONAL. If not possible to apply the option above, we should add something in the procedure text that the values are set to 0 if the measurements are not available. Ericsson prefers the first option.
DCM: gnss-TOD in MeasResult was inteded to timestamp-ed Immediate MDT measurement report. In this sence, if meas report for Conn Est Fail also need to be timestamp-ed, then it would be good to include gnss-TOD. However I don’t think this has been discussed, so a discussion paper may be needed. 

CATT: can discuss if this is needed for this use case. Currently, the measurement is only reported if the network requests. Seems no need to report this quantity.
Sam> We understand that ToD could be useful to determine validity of the location information that is included. This does not seem specific to connection establishment failure. Also, this is like new functionality.

Rap> Do not add the option. Companies that would like to introduce this should bring a contribution to the next RAN2 meeting
	ALU3

-

(Out of scope/ R2#81 paper?)

	21. 
	5.3.3.6 (Conn est fail)
	The setting of contentionDetected is more elaborate (separate bullets for true/ false) than for maxTxPowerReached
	2
	Rap> Align by modifying the setting of contentionDetected
ZTE: agree 

ASUS> Agree with Rap.
	ALU4
CR

	22. 
	5.3.5.3 e.o (feICIC)
	No need for a different name for SIB1 via dedicated, as for the UE there is absolutely no difference compared to the broadcasted SIB1 (i.e. not a dedicated value overruling a common value)
	2
	Change name i.e. remove 'Dedicated'

ZTE: agree 

NSN>Actually SIB1 in the broadcast is a message and SIB1 in the RRCConnectionReconfiguration is an IE, we prefer keeping the separate name. We assume having different name will not enforce UE acting differently anyway.
ALU> True, removing “dedicated” does not seem to bring ambiquity.  But no harm in keeping it either!

Rap> No change for now (may be discussed further)
	-

	23. 
	5.3.5.3,  5.3.5.4 (MDT)
	Field obtainLocation is included in ‘otherConfig’, so the descritpion about ‘obtainLocation’ should be moved to the new section
	2
	Move to 5.3.10.9 (Other configuration )

ZTE: agree 

ASUS> Support the change. 

CATT: agree to move to  5.3.10.9. But we think the highlighted in yellow can be removed as the NOTE is already sufficient.

1>
if the received otherConfig includes the obtainLocation:

2>
attempt to have detailed location information available for any subsequent measurement report;
[Intel] We agree to move to 5.3.10.9.
Rap> Moved only. Not sure if we should remove the yellow part as this clarifies this is not a single positioning but more continous
[Intel] We agree with CATT that the yellow part can be removed.
	ZTE.2, CATT, a.o.
CR

	24. 
	5.3.7.2 (MDT)
	Should obtainLocationConfig be released as all other 'otherConfig', or whould it continues upon re-establishment (as currently specified)
	2
	Proposal is to release (for alignment). To be confirmed
(Note that there does not seem to be a real need to release this config i.e. it is purely for alignment purposes)

ZTE: agree 

ASUS> Support to release the configuration.
DCM: For simplicity we are also fine to align. However, this means that the eNB needs to re-configure obtainlocationConfig whenever the UE (which the MeasConfig includes ‘includeLocationInfo’) performs reestablishment. Is this the right understanding? 

CATT: Agree to add the description about the release to keep the alignment.
ALU>  Even with this general rule fo explicitly releasing the configuration, since we will always make these decisions on a case by case basis and I am sure there will be more exceptions  in the future, alignment does not seem essential here.  No strong view either way,
Rap> Add statement to release this otherConfig also
	CR

	25. 
	5.3.7.3 (MRO)
	Is the selectedUTRA-CellID provided only if the first selected cell is a UTRA cell, for the first UTRA cell that is selected (possibly after failed re-establishment on E-UTRA cell), or also a 2nd UTRA cell (when establishment on the 1st UTRA cell fails)?
	2
	Discuss if clarification is desirable
ZTE: The first successfully selected UTRA cell 

ASUS> Current behaviour is clear, i.e. only log the first selected UTRA cell. Whether to log 2nd UTRA cell is outside the scope of review. 

(Ericsson): We do not see a clarification is needed. 

CATT; no need for clarification. The procedure text means the first UTRA cell.
ALU> We think that based on the current text, it is clear to be the first selected cell.
Rap> It seems no change is considered needed (assumingly as there is no real need to forbid the UE to overwrite the field when establishment on1st UTRA cell fails)
	-

	26. 
	5.3.10.6 (CoMP)
	There are descriptions for tm3-9 on handling of ri-ConfigIndex in cqi-ReportPeriodic but nothing for tm10

Clarify the situation for tm10. The description may need to be a bit different than for tm9 case as the CQI-ReportPeriodicExt having ri-ConfigIndex is configured independently and CSI-Process refers only the index of CQI-ReportPeriodicExt.
	3?
	Rap> I think we already agreed not to have delta signalling for other CoMP parameters upon upswitch (i.e. received configuration is later version that current configuration), so assumption is to apply that principle here also. Detailed specification to be discussed/ concluded
ZTE: We would like to see a paper in the coming RAN2 meeting
(Ericsson): some clarification may be needed here. For example, if the configured transmission mode is tm10 and antennaInfo is set to explicit value, then ri-ConfigIndex and cqi-ReportPreiodic will be released. Is this behaviour intended? 

NSN> This is not about delta signalling. But it might be I just don’t understand. E.g what happens in UE if cqi-ReportPeriodicExtId = 1 has ri-ConfigIndex-r11 = 111. csi-ProcessID=0 has cqi-ReportBothPS-r11 having pmi-RS-Report-r11 = setup and csi-ProcessID=1 has cqi-ReportBothPS-r11 having no pmi-RS-Report-r11. Is UE supposed to keep the ri-ConfigIndex or release?
ALU> We think that there are currently some rules on when to release the ri-ConfigIndex for the different TM3-9. No information for TM10. Furthermore, pmi-riReport and ri-ConfigIndex is per CSI process and hence this has to be done on a per CSI-process.
Sam> The section includes some cases in which the UE should perform autonomous release of configuration parts. We understand that RAN2 previously already debated whether or not to continue adding implicit release cases, as the normal approach is that the network takes care of this. Moreover, for TM10 it would be quite difficult to extend the current approach. Hence we think we should not extend this section to cover tm10
Rap> No change for now (but proponents of implicit release can consider bringing a contribution to the Ad Hoc)
	Nok9

-

(R2-130027)

	27. 
	5.3.10.6
	The existing description about pmi-RI-Report for tm3-9 which is included in either CQI-ReportConfig-v920 or CQI-ReportConfig-r10. But pmi-RI-Report is also included in CQI-ReportBothPS-r11 for tm10. Thus the description should distinguish which Pmi-RI-Report. 

Either procedure text refers Pmi-RI-Report in CQI-ReportConfig-v920/CQI-ReportConfi-r10 or change the IE name
	2
	To be discussed/ concluded

(can be handled jointly with previous issue)
ZTE: We would like to see a paper in the coming RAN2 meeting

(Ericsson): see previous issue, should be handled jointly.
ALU> CQI-ReportConfig-r10 is considered as CQI-index 0 while CQI-ReportConfigExt-r11 has CQI-Index from 1…N. Each CSI process is associated with a CQI-Index and also the CQI-ReportBothPS-r11. So if the CQI-index =0, then there are 2 Pmi-Ri-report configurations. Which one to use needs to be specified.
Sam> See out comments to the previous issue.
Rap> No changes seem needed to existing text i.e. the existing bullets do not cover tm10, and only when tm10 is configured CQI-ReportBothPS-r11 is configured
	Nok10

(R2-130027)-

	27a
	5.3.10.9 (same as 129a)
	Procedural description for autonomousDenialParameters: To our understanding the UE is allowed to deny any UL transmission (PUCCH, SRS, PUSCH) so that saying “scheduled” is misleading as it implies PUSCH transmission only. Therefore, “scheduled” should be replaced with “any”.


	2
	In the procedural description “scheduled” should be replaced with “any”:

2>
if autonomousDenialParameters is included:

3>
consider itself to be allowed to deny the scheduled any UL transmission in accordance with the received autonomousDenialParameters;

2>
else:

3>
consider itself not to be allowed to deny the scheduled any UL transmission;
Ericsson> We think that so far we have discussed in RAN2 about scheduled UL transmissions, so as this is a change of behaviour, Intel can maybe bring a contribution to the next RAN2 meeting? It does seem to go beyond a pure ASN.1 review
Hua> Our understanding is that during the study item phase, we touched a bit this issue, but we only discussed it together with DRX solution. In section 5.2.1.2.1, we captured that “It means that flexibility principles from existing DRX mechanism will apply (i.e. variable scheduling/unscheduled period is possible) and no impact on UE HARQ operation is assumed so far. During inactive time UE is allowed to delay the initiation of dedicated scheduling request and/or RACH procedure.”, which explicitly indicated that the SR/RACH could be denied in case DRX solution is applied, but also HARQ shall not be impacted.

As indicated by Intel, there is currently inconsistence between stage-2 and stage-3 specifications. In stage-2, we only mention “deny LTE UL transmission” while in stage-3 we say “to deny the scheduled UL transmission”. Actually, during the work item phase, we did not realize this aspect; hence no intentional discussion took place. So, we support to address this issue. If companies have concerns on this alignment during the ASN.1 review or different understanding of this autonomous denial behavior, we support to further discuss this issue by a contribution at next RAN2 meeting.
NSN> We have the same understanding as Huawei and Intel
Rap> No change now, as no consensus. Moreover, this seems indeed outside the scope of this review
[Intel] We will provide a CR to ASN.1 AdHoc/RAN2#81 meeting.
	Int

(Out of scope/ R2#81 paper?)

	28. 
	5.3.13 (CoMP)
	Upon receiving a PUCCH/ SRS release request from lower layers, the UE should not only release cqi-ReportConfigSCell for each SCell but also cqi-ReportPeriodicExtId
	2
	To be discussed/ confirmed

(Note that it is assumed not only the identity but also the configuration is to be released)

ZTE: agree
(Ericsson): OK
ALU> We think it should be applied to both PCell and SCell 

Hua> periodic CSI-RS related configuration should be released.
Sam> No need for release of the identity i.e. that is part of the config

NSN> How about cqi-ReportBothPS and cqi-ReportAperiodicPS? Is the UE also supposed to release them when PUCCH/SRS release request is received?
Sam2> The UE applies the default CQI report config. We agreed that the UE is not required to release the aperiodic CQI configuration part introduce before v8.5.0, while parts introduced later are release. Since aperiodic is triggered by E-UTRAN, it can set the paramters correctly before triggering the aperiodic reporting.
Rap> No change for now. Some further discussion seems needed regarding what is already covered by 'apply the default CQI reporting configuration'. Paper seems desirable
	Hua13

Paper Sam

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.4
 Inter-RAT mobility

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.5
 Measurements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.6
 Other

	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. 
	5.6.9/10
	Place the IDC and PPI procedures in the same section as Proximity indication i.e. move to 5.3
	2
	Rap> in 5.6 there are also procedures for transfer of information from the UE e.g. UEInformation. As it is not released to connection control, it seems 5.6 is more appropriate

To be discussed/ concluded 

Ericsson: Agree, 5.6 seems to be more appropriate both for IDC and PPI. 

CATT: 5.6 is preferred, i.e. no change. 

NSN> Agree with Rap. No need to move

[Intel] we agree with rapporteur not to move.

Hua> the difference between UEInforamtion and IDC/PPI is that:For UEinformation, we have separate request/response procedure. But for IDC/PPI, in fact it is configured via RRCConnectionReconfiguration Message, which is similar to 5.3.14 Proximity indication. So we prefer to align IDC/PPI with proximity indication, i.e. move IDC/PPI to 5.3 instead of 5.6;

Rap> No change for now, no support to move.
	Hua14

-

	30. 
	5.6.9.1/2 (IDC)
	It is somewhat unclear what these "IDC problems" are that the UE shall report
	2
	In 5.6.9.1 add 'as described in TR 36.816 [xx])'

To be confirmed 

ASUS> Support to add the reference. 

CATT: it is ok to add the reference. 

NSN>Disagree with the proposal, we should not refer to a TR here
[Intel] Instead of TR36.816, we suggest to refer to TS36.300 because IDC problems are also described there. 

Hua> Fine with rapporteur proposed change.
Rap> A reference is added to stage 2 (which includes a reference to the TR)
[Intel] Reference to TR 36.300 should be corrected to TS 36.300.
	Hua16

CR TBC

	30a
	5.6.9.2(IDC)
	We still believe “ongoing” is not clear


	2
	A reference to the Stage 2 should at least be included
Rap> As part of issue 30 a reference is added to stage 2, which hopefully also resolves this comment
	NSN

-

	31. 
	5.6.9.2/ 5.6.10.2
	The first bullet of 5.6.10.2 and 5.6.9.2 (i.e. if configured to provide ..) is reduntant  because it is already clear indicated in section 5.3.10.9. Also there is no similar bullet for proximity
	2
	Rap> I don't think 5.3.10.9 covers this. Note that for proximity indication we also have a similar statement 'if proximity indication is enabled'

To be discussed/ concluded 

ASUS> Share the same understanding as Rap that 5.3.10.9 doesn’t cover it. 

CATT: agree to keep current description. 

NSN>We prefer keeping the spec as it is

ALU>  We agree with the rapporteur 

Hua> yes proximity also has such description.  But our feeling is that 5.3.10.0 already explicitly covers the “…..enabled/included/setup”, as follows:

2> if proximityIndicationEUTRA is set to enabled

2> if idc-Indication is included:

2> if powerPrefIndicationConfig is set to setup

Considering Proximity procedure has existed for a long time, we are fine to leave it as it if other companies do not want to touch it.

Rap> No change for now
	Hua20

-

	32. 
	5.6.10.2 (PPI)
	The first 3> initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation … is mandating UE to send PPI when it is configured first time which is not a intention
	3?
	Procedure text should be clarified that it is optional for the UE to send PPI upon being configured with PPI

To be discussed/ concluded

ASUS> We think it is already clear the transmission is optional, i.e. in the beginning of 5.6.10.2: “A UE … may initiate the procedure …” and “Upon initiating the procedure …3> initiate transmission …”. 

CATT: not change. 

Hua> tend to agree with NSN concern.
Rap> No change for now. As this issue was discussed before, it is best treated by a separate paper to RAN2#81
	NSN13

(Out of scope/ R2#81 paper NSN/ Sam?)

	33. 
	5.6.9.2 (IDC)
	The wording “in RRC_CONNECTED” (twice) is redundant as this limitation is clear from 5.6.9.1 already
	2
	The statement in 5.6.9.1 clarifies that the UE does not report problems experienced in RRC_IDLE, while the statement in 5.6.9.2 are about procedure initiation which obviously can only be done in connected. So it seems both cases can indeed be removed

NSN>We agree 

Hua> Fine with Rapporteur’s proposal in the draft.
Rap>Remove 
	MTK

CR

	34. 
	5.6.9.2 (IDC)
	Add a separate bullet to cover the case the UE is not experiencing any IDC problems anymore
	3?
	CR is updated i.e. changing 'has changed' to 'is different from the value indicated in the last transmitted InDeviceCoexIndication message'

Rap> The need to have a bullet for 'no IDC problems' has been discussed a few times and my understanding is that we concluded this is covered by the bullet for the case the IDC affected frequencies has changed (there is also a note to clarify this). We should avoid introducing redundant specification. If needed, it seems best to be discussed by separate paper 

CATT: agree with rapportuer. No need to add additional bullet. 

NSN>Agree with Rap

[Intel] We agree with rapporteur.
ALU> We don’t think it is needed since it is agreed that it is included in the following statement:

3>
if the set of frequencies, for which a measObjectEUTRA is configured and on which the UE is experiencing ongoing IDC problems that it cannot solve by itself, has changed;
Hua>1, Fine with rapporteur proposed change (part in CR, i.e. is different……..).

2, Prefer to have a separate bullet for IDC case since the current bullet 1 contains that “the UE is experiencing ongoing IDC problems” so it seems not to cover the “IDC over” case.
If needed, Huawei would like to prepare paper for it.

Rap> No change for now, as no support. Proponent may of course consider a paper to RAN2#81, but has to do a lot of convincing..
	Hua17
(part in CR)

{Out of scope/ R2#81 paper Hua?)

	35. 
	5.6.9.3 (IDC)
	Given that message setting is triggered by 5.6.9.2, does the following if statement really add any value:

1>
if there is at least one E-UTRA carrier frequency affected by the IDC problems:
	2
	Rap> The section should also cover the case the UE is not experiencing any IDC problems anymore i.e. no affected frequencies. So specfication is considered correct i.e. no change needed

ASUS> Share the same understanding as Rap. 

NSN>Agree with Rap
ALU> Agree with rapporteur.
Hua> agree with Rapporteur.
Rap>No change
	Alu18

-

	36. 
	5.6.10 (PPI)
	RAN2 did not agree to introduce a common RRC message for UE assistance information. However, the name of the message used for PPI suggests that it may be used for other similar purposes in future. To be consistent with the agreement, it is better to change the message name to PowerPreferenceIndication and perform all related updates e.g. message description
	3?
	Rap> If we rename, it may become more difficult to re-use the message for other purposes in future

To be discussed/ concluded. 

(Ericsson): ok to keep name as it is. 

CATT: agree to rename. 

NSN> Considering the concluson of commom message, we also prefer renaming.

ALU> Agree with rapporteur
Hua>"Procedure and message names refer to UE assistance information which is similar to existing section 5.6.5 UE information and seems to cover assistance information for IDC. This is a rather confusing name that should be improved". For proposal, we could suggest names e.g. "UE Information for power optimization " or "UE information for power and RRM optimization " and message name "UEPowerOptimizationInfo" or "UEOptimizationInfo"

Rap> No change for now, as no consensus. To be discussed further
	ASUS19, ASUS27, Hua18

TBC

	37. 
	5.6.10.1 (PPI)
	The sentence on which PPI value E-UTRAN may assume is not very clear
	2
	Rap> We could rephrase to 'E-UTRAN may assume that the UE does not prefer a configuration primarily optimised for power saving until the UE the UE explictly indicates otherwise'.

To be discussed/ confirmed 

Ericsson: it would be better to keep “when it configures the UE for power preference indication” especially for cases when the UE is disabled/enabled by the eNB. So, it could be reworded as:

'When it configures the UE for power preference indication, E-UTRAN may assume that the UE has no preference until the UE explictly indicates otherwise'

DCM: I think this sentence tries to clarify what is state of UE when the configuration is sent. Another rephrase proposal:

“Upon sending configuration of power preference indication, E-UTRAN considers that the UE does not prefer configuration primarily optimised for power saving, i.e., PowerPrefIndication set to ’normal’.
Hua> agree with Rapporteur’s proposal in the draft.
Rap> Rephrased to 'Upon configuring the UE for power preference indication, E-UTRAN may assume that the UE does not prefer a configuration primarily optimised for power saving until the UE explictly indicates otherwise'
	Hua19

CR TBC

	38. 
	5.6.10.2 (PPI)
	Regarding the repetition following handover, the text is not aligned with that for IDC, i.e. in 5.6.9.2, which is considered simpler
	2
	Adopt the same style i.e. combine the change and repeat upon HO as follows:

2>
if the current power preference information is different from the one indicated in the last transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message and timer T340 is not running; or

2> if upon handover completion, the UE had transmitted a power preference indication during the last 1 second preceding reception of the RRCConnectionReconfiguration including the mobilityControlInfo:

3> initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.6.10.3; 

CATT: agree to adopt the same style.
ALU> We prefer to align with IDC format
Hua> agree with Rapporteur’s change. However, why is the CR adding "saving"   after power in one occurence? Also, ";" should not be used in the middle of a bullet.
Rap> Changed as indicated, but 'saving' was removed (noting that both power preference and power saving preference are currently used)
	ASUS19
CR TBC

	39. 
	5.6.10.3 (PPI)
	Start of the PPI prohibit timer (T340) is missing
	2
	Add start of T340 upon indicating PPI value normal 

Ericsson: Correct. One line of text seems to be accidentally deleted in the latest version of the spec. The following text should be added

“start timer T340 with the timer value set to the powerPrefIndication-Timer;”
before the one below

“set powerPrefIndication to normal”

[Intel] We agree to add start condition for T340.
ALU>  We thought it was in the CR?  Is it a CR implementation issue?  

Rap> Seems indeed a CR implementation error, so no change needed
	ZTE.3 a.o

-

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.8
 MBMS

	
	
	
	
	
	

	40. 
	5.8.5.3
	It is desriable to add a note that an empty message is transmitted to indicate no more interest in MBMS services
	2
	Add the following note (similar to IDC)

NOTE:
When sending an MBMSInterestIndication message to inform E-UTRAN that the UE is no longer receiving/ interested to receive MBMS via an MRB, the UE includes neither mbms-FreqList nor mbms-Priority
ZTE: agree 

ASUS> Suggest to move the NOTE to 5.8.5.4 which is related to content setting. (Similar to IDC, NOTE is added in 5.6.9.3)
Hua> 5.8.5.3 is not about sending the message so the proposed note is strange. In addition, it is already fully covered by the procedure in 5.8.5.4.
Rap> No change for now, as no concensus. It would seem consistent to have a note in 5.8.5.4, although not really needed. May be discussed further
	ZTE.4

TBC

	41. 
	5.8.5.3
	In note 3, "i.e. the indication should be independent of whether a serving cell is configured on that frequency" seems redundant i.e. covered by a preceeding bullet (2>
the UE is capable of simultaneously receiving the set of MBMS frequencies of interest, regardless of whether a serving cell is configured on each of these frequencies or not")

Moreover, shouldn't it cover MCH also an be change to a normative statement?
	2
	Add MCH, change to normative statement and remove ", "i.e. the indication should be independent of whether a serving cell is configured on that frequency"

Rap> I think the note only provides additional guidance/ clarification to the previous bullets and hence it need not be normative and complete. I propose to add 'non-serving' so the note becomes as below. To be discussed/ confirmed

NOTE 3:
Indicating a non-serving frequency implies that the UE supports SystemInformationBlockType13 acquisition for the concerned frequency.

ZTE> Prefer it to be as follows:
NOTE 3:
Determining an MBMS frequency implies that the UE supports SystemInformationBlockType13 acquisition for the concerned frequency. 

CATT: No preference. With the change, would the acquisition of SIB13 on SCell also be included? 

NSN> We agree on Rap’s proposal. 

Hua> The normative text does not even mention that the UE shall be capable of receiving MRBs, could we at least insert "MRBs on"?. For the note, not sure it is so useful. In any case the proposal looks like the UE needs not receive SIB13 on indicated frequencies of SCell, which is not correct.
Sam> Note that for SIB13 we previously agreed to add some clarification, as there could be some confusion.Not entirely clear what adding MRB would imply (noting that interest indication is independent of the service beiing indicated on MCCH).

Rap> No change for now.
	Hua24/ 5

TBC

	42. 
	5.8.5.3
	Note 4 seems fully redundant i.e. covered by the preceeding bullet 2>
the UE is capable of simultaneously receiving the set of MBMS frequencies of interest, regardless of whether a serving cell is configured on each of these frequencies or not". Remove?
	2
	Rap> In my understanding the note aims to clarify that the indication should not take into account that E-UTRAN may additionally configure a serving frequency for unicast. Maybe this should be clarified. To be discussed/ confirmed

ZTE>We feel Note4 and the third bullet 2> are contradictory. For example, the UE is capable of simultaneously receiving 3 frequencies, F1 is the serving frequency, F2/F3/F4 are non-serving, and F1/ F2/F3/F4 are MBMS frequencies of intrest. According Note 4, When the UE evalues which frequencies it can receive simultaneously, the UE only take into account F2/F3/F4, Which set of MBMS frequencies of interest does the UE determine ? F1/F2/F3/F4 or F2/F3/F4. 

ASUS> Prefer to clarify the NOTE. 

CATT: No preference. This NOTE does not give any mandatory UE behaviour. 

NSN> Disagree with the raised issue, i.e. Note 4 is not redundant given the preceding bullet 2>. The bullet only addresses serving cells possibly configured on the MBMS frequencies of interest; the meaning of Note 4 is that the UE should not consider serving cells possibly configured on other frequencies as constraints “When evaluating which frequencies it can receive simultaneously”
Hua> We do not understand the rapporteur explanation and we are not sure what this note is supposed to say.

Rap> No change for now, as no consensus. May be discussed further
	Hua26

TBC

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.9
 RN procedures

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.2.2 Message definitions

	
	
	
	
	
	

	43. 
	InDeviceCoexIndication 
	According to 5.6.9.3, TDM information is mandatory if affected frequency is indicated and it cannot be included if frequency is not indicated. The ASN.1 should reflect this i.e. by introducing an optional group including mandatory fields
	2
	To be discussed/ confirmed

ALU> Agree

Hua> Fine with Rapporteur’s proposal in the draft.
Sam> The alternative is to introduce a condition, which has the advantage that it keeps the ASN.1 more flexible, so it is easier to cover a potential future scenario without TDM.

Rap> Introduce an optional group including mandatory fields
	Hua

CR TBC

	44. 
	InDeviceCoexIndication, AffectedCarrierFreq-r11
	Should we introduce an extension marker within AffectedCarrierFreq-r11
	2
	Do not change/ introduce. To confirmed

(Typically not done for entries in a list containing few fields, unless likelihood of change is high) 

CATT: It is no need to add an extension marker in a list. We could add a new list if needed in the future. 

Hua>prefer not to do this especially if we agree to group assistance information.
No change for now
	-

	45. 
	InDeviceCoexIndication, IDC-SubframePattern
	Is it really correct that for 1-5 there is a difference i.e. 20 in MeasSubframePattern and 10 in IDC-subframePattern?

>It is understood that the IDC patterns are 10b as for UL HARQ the RTT is 10 ms for TDD Config 1-5.

>For measurement restriction, the RAN1 LS in R1-105793 indicated a length of 20b for TDD config 1-5

Otherwise, it seems desirable to use a common/ generic IE (and to align/ not have extensibility)
	3?
	Discuss if it is possible to use a common IE (also used for EPDCCH). If so, make sure to generalise the IE description further. If not, keep the extensibility (as we typicall have it in lists like this)

To be discussed/ concluded

[Intel] if there is not strong motivation, we would like to keep 10bits because with 20bits, HARQ processes may be broken.
ALU> Even though 10b is OK for TDD Config 1-5, it also OK to align. 

Hua> Our understanding is that it is possible to use 20 b for IDC pattern but of course it will wast 10b every time.  We need to analyze  the benefit to use a common IE.

Sam> We also understand that 10b applies for IDC

Rap> No change. We have a general principle not to create special IEs in case the saving is just a few bits. Here we talk about 10b. Also we would need to define some handling. Hence, proposal is to stick to having a separate IE
	-

	46. 
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration
	Need OP seems more appropriate for the extensions (also for the original areaConfig)
	2
	Change need to OP, as the UE action upon absence is clear from the procedural specification

Rap> Is seems desirable to align need code for -r10 and -v11 parts of areaConfig, hence CR included change of need for areaConfiguration-r10. On the orther hand it seems preferrable to treat legacy changes out of the scope of this review. To be confirmed. Note that this is not really considered to be functional change, hence maybe acceptable (but should be done in REL-10 also)?
	CR TBC

	47. 
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration, plmn-IdentityList
	Field description is not really needed i.e. all is covered by procedural specification (no FD for area config either)
	1
	It seems beneficial to highlight that PLMN and area configuration are independent checks. Proposal is to keep/ introduce a field description for areaConfig (and move part to there). To be confirmed

DCM: We also think it is beneficial to keep the FD for plmn-IdentityList and add FD for areaconfig.
ALU>  OK to keep field description.
Hua> The proposal does not seem to clarify UE behaviour. The procedure says "if the RPLMN is included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarLogMeasReport and if the cell is part of the area indicated by areaConfiguration ". It seems better to define areaConfiguration e,g, as "A cell belongs to areaConfiguration if cellIdentity or trackingAreaCode in its SystemInformationBlockType1 is included in areaConfiguration"

Rap> Include a separate field description for the areaConfiguration. Last part of the sentence is changed to 'restrict to cells broadcasting either one of the included cell identities or one of the included tracking area codes/ identities'
	ALu

CR TBC

	48. 
	RRCConnectionReject, deprioritisationReq
	Field description includes

If another deprioritisationReq is received before t325 expiry, the UE shall be able to store 8 deprioritisationReq
The sentence can be simplified i.e. no need to talk about t325
	2
	Rephrase the sentence as follows:

The UE shall be able to store a depriotisation request for up to 8 frequencies.

(We could also consider to move this to 11.1 UE capability related constraints)

DCM: Although we are fine restricting to only 8 frequencies, the explanation during online meeting was that, it was NOT intended to store up to 8 frequencies but to store 8 deprioritisationReq itself,so that in the end the number of frequency stored could be more than 8.
[Intel] To our understanding the storing of max 8 depriotisation requests is tied to T325, so rephrased sentence is not correct.
ALU> During some offline discussion, there was some confusion on the re-starting of the timer and storage of the deprioritisationReq. And you don’t need to store 8 if t325 is not running (OK, that may be clear already).  So my preference is to keep the original formulation unless vast majority really doesn’t want it. 

Hua> It is ok to us.

Rap> No change for now. Given the responses (maybe more than 8?) it seems good to clarify.

(BTW. Don't know why we need to mention t325 as obviously the UE has nothing stored when t325 is not running)
	(R2-130038)

	49. 
	UEAssistanceInformation
	The lateNonCriticalExtension container is missing
	2
	Add 

Hua> It is ok to us.
	ZTE.5

CR

	50. 
	UEAssistanceInformation
	The number of spares for critical message extension can be reduced to 3
	2
	Rap> Seems ok i.e. 3 spares are also used for UEInformationResponse
	Hua31

CR

	51. 
	UEAssistanceInformation
	Is there a need for an IE for PP-Indication
	2
	Mainly depends on what is forwarded during handover preparation (see related issue in 10.2). To be concluded 

CATT: no change.
Rap> No change for now. Depends on issue 136, that should be concluded first
	TBC

	52. 
	UEInformationResponse, RLF-report
	Each new field is currently optional, while it seems that most fields always come together i.e. if the UE supports the enhancement it mandatory includes c-RNTI, rlf-Cause and timeSinceFailure. It seems preferrable to group the extended fields so that the concerned fields can be changed to mandatory
	2
	Restructure the ASN.1 (also to align with connection establishment failure. To be confirmed 

ASUS> Support the grouping. 

(Ericsson): we do not think it is worth doing a restructuring.

DCM: Generally agree with the proposed approach but need to look at the actual CR. 

CATT: OPTIONALs could be optimized
Rap> No change for now, but it is desirable to be consistent i.e. why have optionality for each individual extension but not for the original fields (RLF/ HOF, CEF)
	(R2-130038)

	53. 
	UEInformationResponse, RLF-report
	Subfield cellGlobalId appears multiple times in this IE (failedPCell, previousUTRA-CellId), but there does not really seem to be unclarity
	1
	Do not change

(Ericsson): ok not to change.

ALU> Not entirely clear what this comment is about.

(The same field name appears multiple times, as subfield of a the fields failedPCell, previousUTRA-CellId)

Rap> No change
	-

	54. 
	UEInformationResponse, RLF-report
	It seems more appropriate to change the field names of previousUTRA-CellId and selectedUTRA-CellId into previousUTRA-CellInfo and selectedUTRA-CellInfo, because they also include carrierFreq
	1
	Rap> In some cases the cell is identified by the combination of physId and freq, but still it is just a means to uniquely identify the cell. Note that this is not REL-11 specific, so I propose not make changes 

ASUS> Agree with Rap. 

(Ericsson): ok not to change.

Rap> No change
	LG2

-

	55. 
	UEInformationResponse, ConnEstFailReport
	Convention not obeyed for rsrpResult i.e. ASN.1 convention requires '-' inbetween
	1
	Do not change (as this has been there from REL-8 ) 

(Ericsson): ok not to change.

Rap> No change
	-

	56. 
	UEInformationResponse
	Most newly introduced field descriptions are redundant (i.e. all is covered by procedural specification). Only exception may be: maxTxPowerReached (but same reference included in procedural) and timeSinceFailure (explanation of values)
	1
	Remove all but timeSinceFailure? To be confirmed 

ASUS> Support to remove redundant field descriptions. 

(Ericsson): we think it would be wise to keep the field descriptions. Is it a convention not to have field descriptions where the field is covered in the procedural specification? 

CATT: No strong opinion. Don’t object to reduce some redundant description.
Rap> No change yet. It should be clear that a field description is optional, and should be introduced only if there is a specific need to clarify something. Unfortunately, we are not consistent i.e. there are many redundant field descriptions. However, this should not motivate adding more. To be discussed further
	TBC

	57. 
	UEInformationResponse, ConnEstFailReport
	Field measResultListEUTRA-r11 optionally includes ECGI of neighbouring cells which UE is unlikely to have. It also contains CSG info.

Is there a need to avoid the UE including such information by defining a new IE?
	2
	Rap> It is clear that there is no UE requirement. So far we only introduce new IEs if differences are sufficient. We already have several versions, so it would be beneficial to not create more. To be discussed/ concluded
(Ericsson): No need to clarify. We support the rapporteur. 

CATT: not change.
ALU> We normally clarify with statement “if available” to make clear when UE shall or may not include an optional field.  This is not done for the ECGI of neighouring cells. The expectation seems to be that UE will not have them and will not include it?

Rap> No change for now. I assume in general that UE does not include optional fields unless there is a statement in the procedural specification (although specification does not really forbid)
	ALU26

TBC

	58. 
	UEInformationResponse, ConnEstFailReport, timeSinceFailure
	Field timeSinceFailure should be changed to mandatory
	2
	Change (to be confirmed) 

ASUS> Agree that timeSinceFailure should be mandatory. 

(Ericsson): Yes, this field should not be optional.
DCM: Agree to proposed change. Related to 52. 

CATT: can be changed to mandatory.
Rap> Optional is removed
	LG4a

CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.1 System information blocks

	
	
	
	
	
	

	59. 
	SIB8
	It is unclear how SIB8 and SIB16 interact i.e:

a) Do we assume that both SIB16 and the legacy timeInfo in SIB8 are signalled, the network indicates the same values (i.e. the UE can use either value)

b) can SIB16 be used as default common time value, that the UE shall apply if the legacy timeInfo in SIB8 is absent
	3?
	To be discussed 

CATT: should be clarified. If SIB16 can be acquired and the time info is present, it should be used no matter the UE has acquired the similar information from SIB8.
ALU> There is very little interaction between SIB8 and 16 other than that SIB8 time can be used if SIB16 is present but SIB16 time is not present. The other way around i.e. application of SIB16 for CDMA interworking – is not meant to happen.

Hua> it is better to avoid coupling between SIB8 and SIB16, otherwise UEs not supporting CDMA also needs to read SIB8 to obtain timing information.

Rap> As it seems we agree that use of timeinfo for purposes other than CDMA interworking is left to UE implementation, this also applies for use of SIB8. Hopefully we can also conclude that SIB16 is not intended to be used for CDMA interworking, i.e. it will never be used as common timer reference for the shared PLMNs (see related issue 16)

QC> The interaction only happens on LTE network inter-working with cdma network. The current specification allows the network to omit the time info in SIB16 when the conventional time info is signalled in SIB8. This means that UEs not implemented to acquire SIB8, e.g. non-cdma UEs, cannot benefit from the time info. But everything seems to be operator’s choice. We agree SIB16 is not intended to be used for CDMA interworking.
	Nok3

TBC

(Paper?)

	60. 
	SIB8
	It seems desirable to somewhat simplify the signalling structure and align it with other cases
	2
	See discussion in 2.1. To be concluded 

ALU> See comments in the respective sections.

Rap> To be confirmed

QC> The proposal 1 in 2.1 looks fine. We do not understand what the benefit of the proposal 2. Does it mean that the network now has two choices, 1) to include PLMN-id and indicate defaultValue and 2) not to include PLMN-id in SIB8-PerPLMN-r11, in order to say the UE shall use the common parameter set?
Rap2> There is just one option to indicate the common values apply i.e. the proposal is to align all cases and always use defaultValue to indicate this (rather than absence)
	(R2-130030)

	61. 
	SIB8
	Should we keep the confusing neighbour cell structure for the per PLMN list or introduce a 'critical extension for clarity'?
	2
	See discussion in 2.2. To be concluded
(Somewhat less of a concern for the CSFB info) 

NSN> We prefer not to create critical extension

ALU> See comments in the respective sections.

Rap> No change for now. May be discussed further
	(R2-130030)

	62. 
	SIB8
	It is understood that both csfb-SupportForDualRxUEs and csfb-DualRxTxSupport are relevant only for 1XRTT as reflected in the per PLMN signalling

Note that in the original signalling the first field just has need OR, while 2nd is conditional (optional if csfb-RegistrationParam1XRTT is present)
	2
	No change needed
	-

	63. 
	SIB8
	For field longCodeState1XRTT: when the per PLMN value is not provided, the UE assumes the field is not available (i.e. it does not use the legacy value). As this is the default behaviour for all 'per PLMN' fields, the statement in the condition is redundant (which is a strange location for such a statement)
	1
	Remove statement in the condition 

NSN> I am not sure if the yellow UE behavior is correct. Earlier we had the following sentence in the parametersCDMA2000 field description viz. “If it is not present for a plmn-Identity, the common parameters in SIB8 are applicable for the CDMA2000 network associated with this plmn-Identity” but I see it has been deleted now. Not sure why this text from the approved CR was removed.
ALU> I need to check a bit further on why this was originally marked Need OP and not OR in the codition.  There are two possible behaviours when a network specific field is absent – either the legacy field is also applicable for this network or that the field is not present for this network. I am not sure if the “simplifications” are preserving these two different handlings.  Need to discuss further.

Rap> The proposal is to generally use 'defaultValue' when the intention is to indicate the UE shall apply the (common) value in legacy signalling and to use absence, need OR, to indicate not configured.

Rap2> The intention is not to change behaviour, but merely to implement it in a manner consistent with other similar cases (for clarity). To be discussed further

QC> The current specification does not allow “default” only for longCodeState1xRTT once SIB8-PerPLMN-r11 is included for the PLMN. We agree that the specification should be clear in that absence of this field does not mean “use default/common”
	CR TBC

(R2-130030)

	63a
	SIB8
	Indv02 version, in the field description, “absence of this filed indicates…” are all removed. Why? 
	2
	(This is considered to be covered by 60 & 63)

Rap> Covered
	NSN

	64. 
	SIB8
	It seems appropriate to introduce an extension markers in the structure per PLMN
	2
	Introduce extension marker
	CR

	65. 
	SIB8
	Some field descriptions introduced seem redundant:

cellReselectionParameters1XRTT/ HRPD (REL-8 FD should cover extensions, the statement for -v920 really is a condition)
	2
	Remove 

NSN>Instead of removing, should they be clarified?

ALU> Some field descprtions are meant to capture the two behaviours captured in #63.  Care should be taken that this flexibility is not lost

Rap> To be concluded together with 63
	TBC
(R2-130030)

	66. 
	SIB8
	It is difficult to decide the suffix for the fields in the per PLMN information. It is in principle not really replacing the original fields, so -r11 seems appropriate for all fields. However, this implies that some extensions introduced in v920 are now marked -Ext-r11
	1
	Do not change (unless there is good suggestion)

ALU> But the per PLMN field was introduced in Rel-11.

Rap>No change for now
	-

	66a
	SIB8, Condition PerPLMN-LC
	The condition refers to systemTimeInfoNwSpecific, while that field has been removed in the latest version. So, the description of the condition PerPLMN-LC needs to be updated accordingly.
	1
	Change would be needed

Rap> Should be considered with 60
	ASUS
TBC

(R2-130030)

	67. 
	SystemInformationBlockType14, eab-Param
	Should the field be mandatory?
	2
	Do not change i.e. optional facilitates other uses of this SIB in future 

CATT: Agree.
[Intel] We agree not to change.
Rap> No change
	-

	68. 
	SIB14, eab-Common
	We should clarify that the parameter is applicable to all PLMNs listed in SIB1 (rather than to all PLMNs)
	2
	Rap> The change does not seem needed i.e. the UE only performs access based on parameters listed in SIB1 so the field does not affect PLMNs not listed in SIB1 

CATT: Agree.
[Intel] We support the proposed clarification. In 25.331 there is already such clarification:

“EAB Parameters For All: This IE specifies the common EAB Parameters applicable for all PLMNs, including the PLMN in the IE “PLMN identity” of the MIB and the PLMNs in the IE “Multiple PLMNs” in the IE “Multiple PLMN List” of the MIB.”

Hua>Agree with Rapporteur.

Rap> No change for now, as no consensus. May be discussed further
	LG5

TBC

	69. 
	SIB14
	The value 6 for the max number of shared PLMNs is used several times, so it seems beneficial to introduce a constant
	1
	Introduce maxPLMN (could also introduce PLMN-Index). 

ASUS> Support to introduce a constant. 

CATT: It is ok for us.
Rap> Introduced
	ALU28

CR

	70. 
	SIB15
	The field descriptions seem to be redundant
	2
	Remove. To be confirmed 

ASUS> Prefer to keep the field descriptions. 

CATT: not change. 

NSN>We prefer having the field descriptions at the correct place. 

Hua> The 3rd description is redundant but not the 1st and 2nd ones. What is the reason to change the definition in the CR? The existing definition seems better,
Rap> no change, although it is unclear what the field descriptions really add, (Note that the change of definition was merely to align with intra and to reflect that the field is there to provide SAIs rather than to list MBMS frequencies)
	-

	71. 
	SIB16
	Nothing is stated about the use of SIB16
	2
	Some descriptive text could be added to clarify the information may be used for numerous purposes e.g. provided to upper layers (a.o. to assist GPS initialisation, to synchronise the UE clock (a.o. to determine MBMS session start/ stop). To be concluded 

ASUS> Support to add some description for the usage of the information in SIB16. 

CATT: Agree to add some description.
ALU> Agree that it would be useful to include some informative sentence

Rap> Note included. To be confirmed

QC > The added note looks fine to us
	Nok4

CR TBC

	72. 
	SIB16
	There is no need to support 2 time formats (GPS and UTC) as one can be derived from the other
	3?
	Can we simplify the signalling options by removing one of the options?. To be discussed

ALU> This was discussed offline and it was agreed to keep both. We can discuss it again but it will be a functional change and needs a separate paper.

Rap> No change for now. Would need to be re-discussed at RAN2#81

NSN> To understand the reasoning, could ALU indicate why offline discussion agreed to have both?
	Nok5

Out of scope

(R2#81Paper?)

	73. 
	SIB16, TI-SIB8
	The timeInfo is conditionally mandatory, which makes it restricts the use of future extensions that may be added to this SIB.

The most flexible approach would be to include all time related information in an optional sequence (and revisit the condition)
	2
	If we want to facilitate other uses of this SIB, we may group the time information in an optional sequence. Apart from this, should there be a constraint on E-UTRAN to provide some common time info in some cases?

To be discussed/ concluded 

Ericsson: it is completely optional for E-UTRAN to broadcast SIB16, regardless of what is done for SIB8, as for SIBs in general (more over in general we don’t include requirements on the NW in RRC), so we shall not have any constraints on E-UTRAN. Grouping all information in an optional sequence has the advantange of facilitating future alternative uses of this SIB.

ALU> Ok, conditions/mandatory may not be essential. The condiion is meant to provide clarity on the interaction but this can be done in other ways. Can discuss further when specific proposals are available.

NSN> Shouldn't the whole SIB16 be optional regardless of whether SIB8 is broadcast? Then UE could just use whatever is useful for itself, but why mandate the network to include timeInfo? If we keep the constraint, shouldn’t it according to convention be reflected in the field description as it relates to another message?

Rap> There is some support to create an optional structure and to remove the condition. Will be happy to include proposal in updated CR. Still to be confirmed. BTW: why are fields optional need OR i.e. is this intended to optimise the signalling of value 0 for these fields, or is it intended to cover the case the network may not provide the value?

QC> We support removing the conditional mandatory.W.r.t. the question about the optional fields, we understand that the network is not required to provide fields dayLightSavingTime, leapSeconds and/ or localTimeOffset. In such a case the UE is unable to determine the actual (local) time
	Eri & Nok6

(R2-130030)

	74. 
	SIB 16
	Extension marker and container for late corrections are missing
	2
	Add
	CATT

CR

	75. 
	SIB16
	The field description of timeInfoXxx suggests that for change of parameters other than timeInfo E-UTRAN may provide a notification & changes value tag?
	2
	Rap> Should we remove the statement in the field description or leave it and not exclude such notifications for change of other SIB16 parameters (including ones added in future). Why constrain E-UTRAN operation? To be discussed/ concluded

ASUS> In our understanding, current text reflects the intention, i.e. notification is applicable for SIB16 except for the change of timeInfo.
ALU>  SIB16 follows the same convention used for SIB8.  Only the time is not part of the value tag and everything else follows the normal value tag principle.  That is my understanding of the intention.

Rap> No change needed (only to procedural text, covered by issue 13)
	Nok

-

	76. 
	SIB16, timeInfoXX
	For the BIT STRINGS, there generally is a need to specify how the upper layer information is carried i.e. what is contained by the first bit
	2
	Add

(Note that this has not been done for CDMA2000 system time either) 

ASUS> Support to add explanation of BIT STRING.
Rap> Clarification has been added according to normal practice
	CR

	77. 
	SIB16,  timeInfoUTC
	A reference should be added regarding how UE should interpret the time signalled in this field
	2
	Add reference. Details to be provided. 

ASUS> Support to add reference.
Rap> Can proponents please provide the appropriate reference?

QC> It does not matter much as long as it is past time. It could be;

1. June 30, 2012 at 00:00:00 (when the first leap second was applied.
2. GPS Epoch
Whatever epoch from computer world (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/System_time)
	Nok

CR TBD/ TBC

	78. 
	SIB16, leapSeconds
	Do we need negative values?
	2
	To be discussed

ALU> I am told that negatives can happen in theory.

Rap> No change for now. May need further checking/ discussion 

QC> We agree negatives can happen in theory, even though it has never happened in the past.
	Nok

TBC

	79. 
	SIB16, localTimeOffset
	The range seems larger than needed i.e. for some local times there are 2 values E-UTRAN can signal to achieve the same thing
	1
	Do not change
	-
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	80. 
	AntennaInfoDedConfig-r11
	The same approach may be used as for the periodic CQI configuration i.e. that the legacy configuration can also be referred to i.e. only additional codeBookS are signalled

(Note that the present IE is not a replacement and hence the suffix is incorrect)
	2
	See discussion in 2.3

Adopt the same approach as for periodic CQI i.e. use value 0 to refer to the codebookSubsetRestriction in the -r10 field. This involves updating the condition TMX, and renaming if the IE.

(There already is a statement that Clarification is to be provided that the -r11 field is configured only in combination with tm10).

To be discussed/ concluded

(Ericsson): If we change the name to “AntennaInfoDedicated-r11”, then we would need some explanation why some fields are left out, compared to the –r10 version, i.e. transmissionMode and ue-TransmitAntennaSelection. Is tm10 always assumed?
Rap> It seems clear that some change is desirable, as this is not a critical extension (replacement). A paper may be good to outline the details of the proposal
	TBC
(R2-130034)

	81. 
	AntennaInfoDedCong(Id)
	Ded is so far not used as abbreviation, and normally placed at the tail. Change to align with other cases
	1
	Change name to AntennaInfoConfDedicated(Id) 

(Ericsson): The current name in the spec is better ,“AntennaInfoDedicated-r11”. “AntennaInfoConfigDedicated” is better than “AntennaInfoConfDed” anyway.

[Intel] We are ok with change of name.
Rap> Changed to AntennaInfoDedicated. Further details e.g. suffix covered by previous issue
	Eri, Hua

CR

	82. 
	CQI-ReportConfig, ri-Ref-CSI-ProcessId
	The field description of ri-Ref-CSI-ProcessId states that the CSI process from which the UE inherits RI should have the same number of CRS ports while according to 36.213 the number of CSI-RS should be the same.
	2
	Change CRS ports to CSI-RS ports

To be confirmed

(Ericsson): We support this change, 36.213 mentions CSI-RS ports. 

CATT: confirmed. Agree to change.
[Intel] We have the same understanding. Here is RAN1 agreement. 

–
A dependent CSI process is expected to be configured in the same feedback mode (including sub-mode if configured), and has the same number of CSI-RS ports as the reference CSI process,
ALU> We think it is CSI-RS ports and not CRS ports as from RAN 1 LS (R2-126095) below:

· A dependent CSI process is expected to be configured in the same feedback mode (including sub-mode if configured), and has the same number of CSI-RS ports as the reference CSI process, 

· A dependent CSI process is expected to be configured to use the same set of restricted RIs with codebook subset restriction as the reference CSI process.
Sam: We have the same understanding i.e.support the change.
Rap> Change as suggested
	ASUS31
CR TBC

	83. 
	CQI-ReportConfig, ri-Ref-CSI-ProcessId
	The field description of ri-Ref-CSI-ProcessId states that the CSI process from which the UE inherits RI should have the same codebook subset restriction while according to 36.213 the set of restricted RIs should be the same (which is possible while the bitmap in codebook subset restriction is different)
	2
	Change same codebook subset restriction into same set of restricted RIs with codebook subset restriction. To be discussed/ confirmed

(Ericsson): We support this change. 

CATT: confirmed.
[Intel] we have the same understanding. Here is RAN1 agreement. –
A dependent CSI process is expected to be configured to use the same set of restricted RIs with codebook subset restriction as the reference CSI process.

ALU> Why not just used the constraint given by the LS?

Sam: We have the same understanding i.e.support the change.
Rap> Change as suggested
	ASUS33

CR TBC

	83a
	CQI-ReportConfig, ri-Ref-CSI-ProcessId
	Reference to RAN1 specification is missing
	2
	Add reference to TS 36.213 [23, 7.2.1, 7.2.2]. To be confirmed
	Sam

CR TBC

	83b
	CQI-ReportConfig, triggerNN
	Reference to RAN1 specification is missing
	2
	Add reference to TS 36.213 [23, table 7.2.1-1B]. To be confirmed
	Sam

CR TBC

	84. 
	CQI-ReportPeriodic
	Merging issue EPDCCH & CoMP: New field simultaneousAckNackAndCQI-Format3 does not require a different value for each cell and hence certainly not a different value for each CSI process
	2
	No change needed i.e. new field simultaneousAckNackAndCQI-Format3 need not be included in CQI-ReportPeriodicExt-r11
(Ericsson): We support this change.
ALU> No change seems ok. Maybe it needs to be clarified like #85.
Sam> No change needed

Rap> No change
	-

	85. 
	CQI-ReportPeriodic
	Some fields are common for all CSI processes (cqi-PUCCH-ResourceIndex (P1), simultaneousAckNackAndCQI (Format3), cqi-Mask
	2
	Add clarification, similar as done for SCells (see below). To be confirmed

One value applies for all serving cells (the associated functionality is common i.e. not performed independently for each cell).
ASUS> The similar sentence should be added to simultaneousAckNackAndCQI because it is also common for all CSI processes. Besides, the field description of simultaneousAckNackAndCQI-Format3 may also need to add “For SCells this field is not applicable and the UE shall ignore the value.” for consistency.
(Ericsson): We support this change.
CATT: confirmed.
Rap> Change as suggested
	CR TBC

	86. 
	CQI-ReportConfig
	Shouldn't the relationship with TM10 be clarified i.e. that for tm10 CQI-RerportConfig-r10 shall be configured?
	2
	Rap> I thought we already clarified somewhere that the -r11 configuration is used only in combination with -r10 (but could not find). It seems good to do a general check and clarify this in a consistent manner. To be discussed/ concluded 

CATT: we think current spec is clear. 

NSN> I could not find either. If the text under NSN17 was for this purpose, maybe we can clarify it.
ALU> We agree that index 0 refers to the Rel-10. Furthermore, Rel-10 configuration needs to be there as it contains common parameters as mentioned in 85.  So OK with rapporteur
Rap> Not change here. Some clarification may need to be done, but proposal is to handle this as part of 88.
	NSN15

-

	87. 
	CQI-ReportConfig, CQI-ReportAperiodicPS-r11
	The name could be CQI-ReportAperiodic-vbx0. For instance even the new DRX configuration is only for IDC, we still make the parameter as xxx-vbx0
	2
	Rap> This is regarded as a new IE with process specific parameters, i.e. like we defined new IEs with parameters for an SCell (i.e. those are also not regarded as extensions)

(Ericsson): We support the rapporteur. This is a new IE. It could be moved to the description of CSI process, as that is the place where it is used. 

CATT: we think –r11 is ok. 

NSN> There are a lot of parameters included for CoMP but some are PS and some are EXT and some are normal non critical extension. It would be nice to be consistant.

Rap> No change. Note that some renaming may need to be done, but as part of issue discussed in 2.3
	NSN16

(R2-130034)

	88. 
	CQI-ReportPeriodicExtId
	The description is unlcear i.e. the  following marked parts: 'configurations specified through Rel-10, i.e, by the IE CQI-ReportPeriodicExt-r11'
	2
	Rap> The intention is to clarify the IE contains parameters in addition to the ones defined by the pre-REL-11 configuration. Note that this relates to NSN15

To be discussed/ concluded

(Ericsson): We support the rapporteur. The current description is ok. 

CATT: we think current spec is clear.
[Intel] We prefer to use cqi-ReportConfig-r10 instead of “configurations specified through Rel-10”?

ALU> We agree that index 0 refers to the Rel-10. Furthermore, Rel-10 configuration needs to be there as it contains common parameters as mentioned in 85.  So OK with rapporteur

Ericsson> No strong opinion

Sam> We also assume that tm10 is configured only in combination with REL-10 of CQI-ReportConfig. Some clarification seems desirable

Rap> Some clarification seems desirable. A concrete proposal/ preferrably also covering other critically extended IEs e.g. antennaInfo, should be provided. Paper?
	NSN17

(R2-130034)

	89. 
	CSI-Process
	In the field description of cqi-ReportBothPS, the last sentence says “if cqi-ReportAperiodicPS is included and set to setup”. Should this be cqi-ReportAperiodic?
	2
	Rap> The sentence was corrected to if cqi-ReportAperiodicPS is included
(Ericsson): We are fine with this change. 

NSN> I don’t have a suggestion but it would be nice to clarify because it is no easy to understand.

Rap> Corrected as indicated above.
	NSN19

CR TBC

	90. 
	CQI-ReportConfig
	Several value ranges are used multiple times, so it would be benefical to introduce local IEs
	1
	Add the local IEs (see general issue)

Rap> May still be done (see issue 12)
	CR TBD

	91. 
	CoMP
	Generally rename identities to XXX-Id with XXX the name of the corresponding configuration?
	1
	Suggestion is to change names to CSI-RS-(N)ZP-Id(entity), CSI-IM-Id(entity). To be confirmed

(May be combined with previous general actions)

[Intel] we are ok with change.

Ericsson> Agree

Rap> Changed
	CR TBC

	92. 
	CSI-IM-Config
	Change the value range of resourceConfig-r11 to align to the CSI reference signal configuration in TS 36.211
	2
	Change value range from (0..15 to (0..31). To be discussed/ confirmed (i.e. ASN.1 change) 

(Ericsson): the value range 0..15 is correct, comment withdrawn.

[Intel] We agree to change value range.
Intel/ Sam> It is possible to use 16 values but it means we have to define a mapping between the values signalled and the values in the RAN1 reference tables, which seems a bit cumbersome. So is seems preferrable to go to 32 values and maybe add a statement that E-UTRAN only configures values related to 4RE’s.

Rap> Value range is extended, but change to be confirmed (as well as E-UTRAN constraint)
	ERI49

CR TBC

	92a
	CSI-RS-Config (same as 94a)
	Reference for zeroTxPowerResourceConfigList in CSI-RS-Config: ZeroPowerCSI-RS is described in TS36.213 not TS36.211 (RAN1 moved it in Rel-11 from TS36.211 to TS36.213). Therefore, the exact reference should be TS36.213 [23, 7.2.7]
	1
	Change reference of ZeroPowerCSI-RS as follows:
Parameter: ZeroPowerCSI-RS, see TS 36.211 [21, 6.10.5.2] TS 36.213 [23, 7.2.7].
Ericsson> The original reference to 36.211 works too, so why change?
Intel> Referring to the Rel-11 RAN1 CRs as approved in RP-121846 in RAN#58 we have spotted that RAN1 deleted the term, “ZeroPowerCSI-RS” in TS36.211 and defined it in TS36.213. We don’t have strong view but changing reference to 36.213 would seem more correct if someone want to find the definition of ZeroPowerCSI-RS
Rap> Changed, but to be confirmed
	Int TBC
CR TBC

	93. 
	CSI-RS-ConfigNZP
	As more than one MBSFN subframe can be allocated in the cell, field “mbsfn-SubframeConfig-r11” should refer to IE MBSFN-SubframeConfigList
	2
	Change field to refer to IE “MBSFN-SubframeConfigList”. To be discussed/ confirmed (i.e. ASN.1 change)

[Intel] Yes, it should be MBSFN-SubframeConfigList.
Ericsson> Agree
Rap> Changed
	ERI35

CR TBC

	93a
	CSI-RS-ConfigNZP, qcl-CRS-Info
	Reference to RAN1 specification is missing
	2
	Add reference to TS 36.213 [23, 7.2.5]. To be confirmed
	Sam

CR TBC

	94. 
	CSI-RS-ConfigNZP-r11
	Many IEs inside the definition are used in mutiple places.

We could define a common IEs for those? (e.g, anttennaPortCount, ResourceConfig, SubframeConfig, scramblinIdentity, crs-PortsCount)
	2 
	Rap> It would be good to perform a general check/ action to define IEs for definitions used many times

(Ericsson): we should consider that doing it without common IEs also gives greater flexibility.
Rap> Not changed yet, but may still be done - see issue 12. (Note that this does not limit the possibility for future changes)
	NSN20

May still be done
(R2-130038)

	94a
	CSI-RS-ConfigZP (same as 92a)
	Reference for resourceConfigList in CSI-RS-ConfigZP: ZeroPowerCSI-RS is described in TS36.213 not TS36.211 (RAN1 moved it in Rel-11 from TS36.211 to TS36.213). Therefore, the exact reference should be TS36.213 [23, 7.2.7]
	1
	Change reference of ZeroPowerCSI-RS as follows:
Parameter: ZeroPowerCSI-RS, see TS 36.211 [21, 6.10.5.2] TS 36.213 [23, 7.2.7].

Ericsson> The original reference to 36.211 works too, so why change?
Rap> Changed, but to be confirmed (also see 92a)
	Int TBC
CR TBC

	95. 
	DM-RS-ConfigXX
	Rename to DMRS to align with other fields
	1
	Rename

[Intel] We agree to rename the field name to “DMRS”.

Ericsson> Agree

Rap> Renamed
	Hua47

CR

	96. 
	EPDCCH-Config
	To release EPDCCH-Config, E-UTRAN has to release epdcch-SubframePatternConfig-r11 and epdcch-SetConfigReleaseList-r11. Also it is not clear how epdcch-StartSymbol-r11 is handled when those are all released.

The release of EPDCCN-Config-r11 could be simplified by adding release/setup at the highest level of EPDCCH-Config-r11
	3?
	Rap> It may be good to have some more general discussion on this i.e. do we generally want to optimise/ simplify release of configurations including add/mod lists? Should we e.g. simplify release of the CoMP configuration?

To be discussed/ concluded 

CATT: epdcch-StartSymbol-r11 should be de-config if other two IEs are released. Structure could be re-organized.
ALU> Agree with rap.  We need to look at definite proposals in the form of a paper to compare.  Sorry.


	NSN21

Paper?

TBC

	97. 
	PhysicalConfigDedicated , epdcch-Config
	E-UTRAN only configures EPDCCH-Config only in case of no cross carrier scheduling i.e. change other to own. Furthermore, FFS can be removed
	2
	Change other to own and remove FFS. To be discussed/ confirmed 

ASUS> Proposed change is not entirely correct because EPDCCH-Config can be configured not only when schedulingCellInfo is set own but also when schedulingCellInfo is not configured.
[Intel] we agree with the proposed change.
Rap> It seems debatable if the UE behaviour is defined in case the network does not configure schedulingCellInfo. To be discussed. It would be nice to avoid negation

[Intel] What about the following: “E-UTRAN does not configure EPDCCH-Config when schedulingCellInfo in CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig corresponding to the SCell is set to other.”
Rap2> It seems best to clarify this issue separately for REL-10 and for now introduce a more general formulation i.e: E-UTRAN does not configure EPDCCH-Config for an SCell for which cross carrier scheduling is configured.
Intel> What is less general if we explicitly refer to fields/ values.
Rap3: Fine to change to formulation: E-UTRAN does not configure EPDCCH-Config for an SCell that is configured with value other for schedulingCellInfo in CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig.
	ERI70, ASUS37

CR TBC

	98. 
	EPDCCH-config, epdcch-StartSymbol
	It is not clear whether the UE actions upon absence apply for UEs configured with tm10
	2
	Clarify these actions only apply for UEs not configured with tm10 (meaning E-UTRAN shall explictly release upon configuring tm10). To be confirmed

(Ericsson): ok

[Intel] we don’t have strong view that EUTRAN shall explictly release upon configuration tm10. We just wonder if the same clarification should be added for parameters that should be configured with tm10 only or not configured with tm10.
ALU> We don’t think it is correct. From RAN 1 agreement as follow, epdcch-StartSymbol is also used for TM10 for Format1A:

In TM10 (for C-RNTI and SPS C-RNTI), when PDSCH is triggered by DCI Format 1A:

         CRS based PDSCH, regardless of Behaviour A or B: follow the serving cell’s CRS configuration for RE mapping. The ZP CSI-RS configuration that the UE assumes for rate matching follows the lowest indexed ZP CSI-RS configuration.

o        DCI format 1A received in PDCCH: PDSCH starting OFDM symbol follows CFI

o        DCI format 1A received in EPDCCH: PDSCH starting OFDM symbol follows the EPDCCH starting symbol associated with the EPDCCH set where DCI format 1A was received

         DMRS based PDSCH, Behaviour B:  follow the first-indexed PQI state of DCI format 2D configuration in all aspects

         DMRS based PDSCH, Behaviour A:  follow the first-indexed PQI state of DCI format 2D configuration in all aspects except ignoring the QCL part

Sam> Agree with ALU. We should not introduce the “, if the UE is not configured with tm10.”
Rap> The proposed addition is not included for now. May be discussed further
	Hua39

TBC

	99. 
	EPDCCH-config, epdcch-SubframePatternConfig
	The exceptions according to the rules specified in TS 36.213 [23, 9.1.4]. apply also when the pattern is configured.
	2
	Modify the statement to indicate these rules apply regardless of whether the field is configured. To be confirmed

(Ericsson): ok

[Intel] we agree that the predefined rule also applies for the case where epdcch-SubframePatternConfig is configured.
Rap> Modify
	ASUS34

CR

	100. 
	EPDCCH-config, resourceBlockAssignment
	Field description should be updated and FFS should be removed
	2
	Change to: See TS 36.213 [23, 9.1.4.4]. The size of resourceBlockAssignment is specified in TS 36.213 [23, 9.1.4.4] and based on numberPRB-Pairs and the signalled value of dl-Bandwidth. To be confirmed

(Ericsson): ok

Rap> Modify

[Intel] There is a typo: A “]” is missing in the reference to TS 36.213 [23, 9.1.4.4.
	Int16, ASUS35

CR

	101. 
	EPDCCH-Config
	It would be desirable to change name for SetConfig to something more reflecting the contents of this IE?
	1
	E.g. EPDCCH-ResourceConfig? To be confirmed

(Ericsson): EPDCCH-ResourceConfig is acceptable. 

CATT: SetConfig is ok for us.
Rap> No change for now. May be discussed further
	-

(May be discussed further)

	102. 
	EPDCCH-Config
	Add some description this is per serving cell (somewhat alike CoMP) e.g. in the description
	1
	Add

(Ericsson): We support this, however, in the description, there is now a “specifies” that should be changed to “specified”. More over, EPDCCH is missing in the description of the field. 

Hua> ‘per serving FREQUENCY’ is used in draft CR which is not aligned with term in RAN1. We prefer “‘per serving cell’ instead.
Rap> Updated as per comments provided. To be confirmed
	CR TBC

	103. 
	EPDCCH-Config
	It seems appropriate to introduce a multiplicity for the maximum number of sets/ resource configs
	1
	Introduce a max-EPDCCH-RB-Conf. To be confirmed

Rap> Introduce maxEPDCCH-Set (relates to issue 101)
	CR

	104. 
	EPDCCH-Config
	epdcch need not be used in every subfield resulting on lengthy names i.e. it is clear that all subfields relate to epdcch
	1
	Remove many epdcch

(Ericsson): ok

[Intel] no strong view. However, we should then inform RAN1 because they uses epdcch-StartSymbol-r11 in TS36.213.
Ericsson2> No need for LS to inform RAN1

Rap> Removed
	CR

	105. 
	MAC-MainConfig
	SecTAG-ToAddMod-r11 contains extension marker. Considering overhead as it is inside repeatition and MAC-MainConfig is already extendible, extension marker can be removed
	1
	Rap> as stated before, it is quite common to have extension marker for IE definining entry of list. If not used, the cost is 1b. So prefer to keep 

NSN> Probably this case is OK as MAC-MainConfig also has extension marker. However I cannot find our original comment on the extention marker in CQI-ReportPEriodicExt-r11 but we even don’t have extension marker on level up, i.e, CQI-ReportConfig. So I don’t know why we need extension only for CQI-ReportPeriodicExt? It is already quite low level and only for CoMP.

Rap> No change now. Some more general discussion on extensibility seems desirable
	NSN22

TBC/ Paper?

	106. 
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated, mac-MainConfigSCell-r11
	It seems unclear what is UE’s behavior if the mac-MainConfigSCell-r11 is absent upon SCell addition (optional, need ON)
	2
	Rap> It would be strange to mandate including the extension addition group. It seems be sufficient to change, in the condition, need ON to OP. To be confirmed 

ASUS> If ON is changed to OP, the benefit of delta configuration is gone. Besides, additional description is required for an IE with need OP.
ALU> Don’t agree with the rap change. secTAG-Id is already OP.  We haven’t specified a behavour for absence of MAC-MainConfigSCell. Further, MAC-MainConfigSCell can be extended in the future.   To be discussed further.

Hua> we would like to check common understanding for the case that MainConfigSCell in RadioResourceConfigDedicated is absent, does that mean the SCell belongs to PTAG?

Rap> No change for now. Note that the field can only be signalled in case of SCell addition, so this is not about delta signalling. ON seems fine i.e. absence means nothing is configured. Then, it should hopefully be clear from the next level that the cell is part of the PTAG
	Hua48

TBC

	107. 
	PDCP-Config, pdcp-SN-Size-v11x0
	The UE behaviour is not specified upon absence of pdcp-SN-Size-v11x0, for the reconfiguration case
	2
	No change i.e.g generally we have not specified this for any of these IEs that the UE takes no action i.e. continues using the same value

(PDCP configuration can be modified upon handover/ re-establishment, but this field can not be signalled then. It should be obvious it does not change then)
	-

	107a
	PDSCH-Config, qcl-CSI-RS-ConfigNZPId
	Reference to RAN1 specification is missing
	2
	Add reference to 36.213 [23, 7.1.9]. To be confirmed
	Sam

CR TBC

	108. 
	PDSCH-RE-MappingQCL-Config-r11
	As more than one MBSFN subframe can be allocated in the cell, field “mbsfn-SubframeConfig-r11” should refer to IE MBSFN-SubframeConfigList
	2
	Change field to refer to IE “MBSFN-SubframeConfigList”. To be discussed/ confirmed (i.e. ASN.1 change). To be confirmed

(Ericsson): ok

[Intel] we agree to change field.
Rap> Changed
	ERI36

CR

	109. 
	PhysicalConfigDedicated
	Both in PhysicalConfigDedicated and in PhysicalConfigDedicatedSCell-r10 the field pdsch-ConfigDedicated-v11xy is missing
	2
	Add, with as optional field, need ON

(Ericsson): ok

Rap> Add
	Int15, Hua44/5

CR

	110. 
	PhysicalConfigDedicated
	It is not clear which extensions relate to DL and which relate to UL. Furthermore, the IE becomes quite large so maybe we should split the field in two parts, one for UL and one for DL
	3?
	We should clarify which extensions relate to UL/ DL.

Splitting would require a critical extension (i.e. replacing the existing IE), which involves significant ASN.1 changes. To be discussed

(Ericsson): we were just thinking of a more structured approach with non critical extensions (grouping fields within the IE, or with new IE within the existing IE), but we also think we should not perform many changes just for the sake of the structure, so we can drop this.

ALU> May be a good idea.  But agree with rap. We need to look at definite proposals in the form of a paper to compare.

Sam> We are planning a paper discussing some restructuring of CoMP fields

Rap> Some further discussion seems desirable. Note that it would be easy to split the extensions in a similar manner as done in the original SCell field (i.e. using comments)
	ERI63

(R2-130038)
TBC

	111. 
	PhysicalConfigDedicated
	For the fields that extend an existing IE, we should introduce delta signalling only if the extension has significant size (otherwise it should always be signalled together as if it were part of the original field)
	3?
	Ensure a consistent approach for all fields. To be discussed/ concluded

(Ericsson): it is difficult to judge this comment, we would like to see a concrete proposal, as there can be benefit with delta signalling.

Rap> No changes now. A general analisis seems desirable
	TBD

(R2-130038)

	112. 
	PhysicalConfigDedicated, CoMP
	Shouldn't we introduce a group including all the CoMP related fields
	3?
	See similar topic on the need to simplify/ optimse the release of configuraitons like this. To be discussed 

ASUS> Support the grouping. 

(Ericsson): Previously we have not grouped fields together based on feature, eg. CA. We do not think this is necessary now. 

CATT: agree to introduce a group, make the structure clear.
ALU>  If there are no volunteers for common handling, we can provide something for CoMP if that helps and see if we can align with other configurations.

Sam> We are planning a paper to discuss restructuring CoMP fields (although from a slightly different angle)

Rap> To be discussed further. Paper would be beneficial
	Alu35

Paper Sam?

TBC

	113. 
	PhysicalConfigDedicated, epdcch-ConfigSCell, Field description
	The field description mistakenly states E-UTRAN configures this only CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig is set to other. Also, field name in the ASN.1 does not match field description (i.e. does not include SCell)
	2
	Correct. To be confirmed 

ASUS> Same issue as issue 97. 

(Ericsson): It should be stated that:
“indicates the EPDCCH-Config for the SCell. E-UTRAN only configures EPDCCH-Config for the SCell if schedulingCellInfo in CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig corresponding to the SCell is not set to other” (hence addition of not).
[Intel] We agree to change.
ALU> Agree that was an editing error in the original CR that needs to be corrected.

Rap> See issue 97
	Eri

CR TBC

	114. 
	PUCCH-ConfigDedicated
	nPUCCH-Param includes 2 fields always configured together but the name of the group is not very informative. It is also somewhat unclear how it relates to fields in the existing IEs (dedicated & common)

- field nPUCCH-Identity-r11 concerns a virtual cell identity used to determine the DMRS sequence. We could change to DMRS-SequenceId to align with DL CoMP (we use term scrambling identity)

- field n1PUCCH-AN-r11 is a replacement of n1PUCCH-AN included in PUCCH-ConfigCommon (both concern the same type of offset)
	2
	Consider adding some clarification and some renaming (e.g. why use nPUCCH for group and identity). To be discussed/ concluded

(similar issue for PUSCH) 

(Ericsson): 

1) If a release/setup structure is to be used, it must be called something. It may be good to think about a name or suffix/prefix which indicates that this name is of no use elsewhere.

2) Keeping the existing name makes it aligned with other field names in the IE. The field description is good though.

[Intel] We are ok to change the name of nPUCCH-Param. 

Regarding the relationship with the exsiting IEs, RAN1 36.211 describes it and therefore, we don’t have strong need to clarify it in RRC spec. 

nPUCCH-Identity-r11
Transmissions associated with PUCCH:

-

[image: image1.wmf]cell

ID

RS

ID

N

n

=

 if no value for 
[image: image2.wmf]PUCCH

ID

n

 is configured by higher layers, 

-

[image: image3.wmf]PUCCH

ID

RS

ID

n

n

=

 otherwise.

n1PUCCH-AN-r11 
Throughout the following sections, if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter n1PUCCH-AN-r11 then 
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Ericsson2> Maybe it is fine to only refer to 36.211 and not clarify so much in RRC
[Intel2] If companies feel more clarification in TS36.331 may be needed from RRC signaling point of view, we would be ok. We just pointed out that the detailed relationship between common and dedicated parameter is already defined in RAN1 specification
Rap> No change for now. May be discussed further, if a concrete proposal is brought
	-

(May be discussed further)

	114a
	PUCCH-ConfigDedicated
	In PUCCH-ConfigDedicated-v11x0 the pucch-Format-v11x0 was changed to SEQUENCE. As consequence we think it might be necessary to add following configuration limitation in the field description of n1PUCCH-AN-CS-ListP1-r11:

“E-UTRAN configures this field only when pucch-Format is set to channelSelection.
	2
	Add configuration limitation in the field description of n1PUCCH-AN-CS-ListP1-r11:

n1PUCCH-AN-CS-ListP1
Parameter: 
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 for PUCCH format 1b with channel selection, see TS 36.213 [23, 10.1]. E-UTRAN configures this field only when pucch-Format is set to channelSelection.
Rap> This raises a general question i.e. whether we clarify this by re-building the information structure, or by adding a statement as proposed. To be discussed further
	Int

CR TBC
(R2-130038)

	115. 
	PUCCH-ConfigDedicated-v11xy
	There is no need for extensibility at this level


	2
	Remove

(Ericsson): ok
	Sam, ERI25

CR

	116. 
	PUSCH-ConfigDedicated-v11xy
	There is no need for extensibility at this level

Then there is also no need for a need ON (already available one level up)
	2
	Remove both

(Ericsson): ok
	Sam, ERI26

CR

	117. 
	RadioResourceConfigCommon, TDD2
	The condition does not properly cover the PCell case i.e. the field does not have suffix -r10
	2
	Mention both options in the condition (removing the suffix would still be somewhat unclear). To be confirmed 

ASUS> Support the proposed change. 

CATT:Agree to mention both options in the condition.
	CR

	118. 
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated neighCellsCRS-Info
	There is no need to state this information is forwarding to lower layers i.e. it is sufficient to state for which measurement this info is used)
	2
	Is may also be clearer to rephrase the sentence e.g. as follows:

The UE may use the information to mitigate CRS interference from cells which CRS collides with those of the cell to measure (as specified in [FFS]) on the subframes indicated by measSubframePatternPCell, measSubframePatternConfigNeigh and csi-MeasSubframeSet1
(Ericsson): we prefer to keep the old sentence.
Rap> No change for now. May bediscussed further
	-

(may be discussed further)

	119. 
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated, neighCellsCRSInfo
	There are two FFS dependent on RAN4 progress. We could either keep the FFS or just include a general reference to 36.101 and/ or 36.133.
	2
	Can we just include a general reference as in other cases? To be discussed/ confirmed

(See general discussion on FFS) 

(Ericsson); In the updated proposal the FFSs have been replaced with references to 36.101. Does that document contain the requirements? We should be quite confident that the progress on requirements is quite good and the work will be finalized in a short time before taking the risk of pointing to references not containing any requirements.

[Intel] According to our RAN4 colleagues, it would be defined in TS36.101 because it is related to UE performance requirement.
Ericsson2>Seems fine to refer to 36.101

Rap> Add a general reference to 36.101
	ERI21

CR TBC

	120. 
	TDD-Config
	subframeAssignment

One value applies for all serving cells residing on same frequency band.
	1
	This should be rephrased as an E-UTRAN constraint i.e. as follows: E-UTRAN configures the same value for all serving cells residing on same frequency band

[Intel] We are ok to rephrase the sentence.
 (Ericsson): we disagree with this proposal. Currently, e.g. in Rel-10 dedicated RRC configuration, there is no need to configure TDD config. Instead, TDD configuration of the PCell is assumed by the UE, hence there is no need to change anything. 

CATT: Agree with the proposal.
[Intel2]: this sentence was introduced to support cell specific TDD configuration for inter-band CA. In this case, the EUTRAN can configure a different TDD configuration for a SCell belonging to the different frequency band with the dedicated RRC signaling. And the change by the rapporteur is to make the meaning of sentence clearer rather than changing the agreement. Therefore, Intel supports Rapporteur’s suggested change
Rap> Change to 'EUTRAN does not configure different values ..'
	CR TBC

	120a
	PhysicalConfigDedicated (CoMP related)
	The field description (FD) for CoMP related fields use “this frequency” and the ones in section 6.4 use “ carrier frequency”. 
	1
	Align the formulation using “(this) carrier frequency”.
Rap> Changed (although both frequency and carrier frequency are used interchangeably in .331)
	DCM3
CR

	120b
	PDSCH-Config, field description
	In the field description of qcl-operation the reference is incomplete (i.e. the respective subclause in 36.213 is missing). To our understandinfg the correct subclause for the two quasi co-location types A and B is 7.1.10 in accordance with the RAN1 CRs as approved in RAN#58.
	2
	Add missing subclause 7.1.10 in the field description of 

qcl-Operation:


	Int

CR TBC

	120c
	MAC-MainConfig, field description
	New field description for drx-Config has been introduced for describing the handling of DRX-Config-v11x0 only. But as drx-Config includes configuration for DRX operation acc. to Rel-8, the relationship between the Rel-8 and new Rel-11 parameters needs to be described.
	2
	Extend field description of drx-Config as highlighted in red:

drx-Config 
Used to specify DRX configuration in TS 36.321 [6]. In addition E-UTRAN may configure the values in DRX-Config-v11x0 only if the UE indicates support for IDC indication.
Rap> I see no need to modify the existing sentence, but am fine to add an initial general sentence.
	Int

TBD

	120d
	CSI-RS-ConfigZP(-Id)
	In the description of CSI-RS-ConfigZP-Id there is an unnessary reference TS 36.213 [23, 7.1].
In the field description of resourceConfigList the parameter ZeroPowerCSI-RS needs to be set in Italics.
	2
	In the description of CSI-RS-ConfigZP-Id remove unnessary reference to TS 36.213 [23, 7.1].
In the field description of resourceConfigList set the parameter ZeroPowerCSI-RS in Italics.
Rap> I am fine to remove (it is indeed uncommon to have such references in headings)
	Int

CR TBC

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.3 Security control information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.4 Mobility control information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	121. 
	drb-ContinueROHC
	The field definitionis is very long, cumbersome and is not aligned 36.323 ("context continues", "continue context").
	2
	Proposal is to change to "Presence indicates  that for this handover for all RLC UM bearers, the UE shall not reset the header compression protocol for uplink if configured."

To be discussed/ confirmed

(Ericsson): We support the proposal by Huawei.
[Intel]  We also think that the field description may be further optimized but prefer the following: 

“Presence of the field indicates that the header compression protocol context for the RLC UM bearers configured with the header compression protocol continues while absence indicates that the header compression protocol context is reset. E-UTRAN includes the field only in case of a handover within the same eNB.”

ALU> I didn’t’ see this change in the CR. I think the original formulation was OK but can be discussed further.

Sam> We have no strong opinion, but see no real need for a change
[Intel2] We think that the Huawei’s suggested field description is too short. At least the case if field is absence should be added too.
Rap> No change for now. To be discussed further
	Hua51

TBC

	122. 
	PLMN-IdentityList3-r11
	It may be better to rename to List16 i.e. to reflect size of the list
	1
	Do not change for now (note also that size is often defined by constant)

Rap> No change for now
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.5 Measurement information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	123. 
	CarrierFreqListMBMS
	The IE does not seem MBMS-specific, so it seems better to change this into a general purpose IE by renaming
	1
	Rap> Although the contents is not MBMS specific, the size of the list is. Prefer not to move the IE to MBMS either. Could use generic name? To be confirmed 

CATT: agree with rapporteur.
ALU> If we agree that it is only for eMBMS, why not move it to eMBMS section? 

Hua> Ok to keep there and use generic name and use a simple definition "list of E-UTRAN carrier frequencies".
Rap> Modified

NSN> Sorry for the late comment but we don’t agree with this change. Isn’t this list for MBMS only anyway? Then we don’t see any benefit to change the names.
	Hua50

CR TBC

	124. 
	LocationInfo
	Shouldn't the mapping from the LPP IE to the octet string be specified
	2
	Add clarification e.g. 'The first octet contains the first octet of the equivalent IE defined in and encoded according to TS 36.255 [58], and so on. To be discussed/ confirmed 

ASUS> Support to add explanation of OCTET STRING.
DCM: We thought that with the “parameter… defined in TS36.355” it should be clear enough. But we are fine adding the proposed clarification if needed.
CATT: can be considered to add some description about the mapping. But has no strong opinion.
Rap> It is true that .355 is not really octet aligned, so I assume we just need to clarify that the first bit contains the MSB of the encoded IE from .355 (note that we now have one case of swapping because we were careless i.e. a GERAN field). Another question is what to do for legacy fields
	CR TBC

	125. 
	LocationInfo, locationCoordinates
	The choice is extended by a number of additional values, placed after the extension marker. How does the UE decide which choice value to use, noting that it does not know if E-UTRAN supports the additional choice values introduced in REL-11.
	3?
	To be discussed

DCM: The UE indicates the shapes that is obtained during positioning (typically there is ony one). For example in Rel-11 UE and Rel-10 NW case, if the NW does not understand the Rel-11 shape that the UE indicates, then it will ignore the IE. But this should not be a problem since in most cases the UE is typically reporting the Rel-10 shapes and this extention is intended to NOT exclude cases when the UE has uncertainty and confidence info (for this case the NW needs to be updated to understand Rel-11 IE). 

CATT: if this is a problem, then we should not use any extension marker in uplink messages except at the end of a message. Should be carefully.
ALU> I can volunteer to bring a paper on this.

Sam> Unless the additional choice values are infrequently used, there seem to be 2 options:

a)
The network indicates if the UE is allowed to use the extended choice values

b)
The additional information is not implemented by additional choice values but by means of additional fields so the UE will still use the original choice values also.

Option b) was what we discussed before, but we decided not to go for it as for the additional fields there currently is no ASN.1 definition in LPP that we can refer to

Rap> Separate paper
	Alu36
Paper ALu



	126. 
	LocationInfo, locationCoordinates
	The choice is extended by a number of additional values, placed after the extension marker. Shouldn't we use double square brackets
	2
	Rap> Double square brackets are mainly used to group multiple fields, so that there is a single length for the group of fields. In case of a choice, there is always only one item. Although we agreed to use double square brackets even with single paremeters, it seems preferrable not to do this for choices (more cumbersome ASN.1). To be discussed/ confirmed 

CATT: agree not to use square brackets for choices.
Rap> No change for now. To be confirmed
	ALU37

TBC

	127. 
	MeasObjectEUTRA, condition WB-RSRQ
	Need code is missing for the case the field is optionally included
	2
	Rap> There is a need to release. The question is whether there also is a need for delta signalling for this particular field. Normally we don't have this for small fields, but here we have the 3 octets overhead due tot he extension marker. To be discussed/ concluded

DCM: We agree that there is a need to release. And we think that it would be good to enable delta signaling for this to enable to configure the UE whenever needed. ( I was also wondering do we have a certain rule saying that small bit fields should no be part of delta signaling?)
ALU> Agree with rap comments. If we don’t use OR, we need to change the ASN.1 structure to setup/release choice or similar.  It is  top level field, and hence ON seems more appropriate in line with the other fields.  To be discussed further.

Rap> We could change to a boolean and need ON. However, we generally use Enum {setup} to clarify that initially the extension group only needs to be signalled in case of setup. To be discussed further
	Alu38

TBC
(R2-130038)

	128. 
	MeasSubframePattern
	The definition is modified to facilitate re-use for EPDCCH while for IDC  a new IE has been introduced. It seems better to introduce a general purpose IE SubframePattern agnostic of usage (and clarify the usage only in the field description)
	2
	This could either be done by modifying the existing IE or by creating a new for all new use cases
(see earlier issue i.e. there is minor difference, which could be an error) 

Hua> See 45.

Rap> Although not used for IDC, we could generalise i.e. as shown below. To be confirmed

a) change name to SubframePattern
b) remove mentioning of the use in the IE description (can be clarified in field descriptions i.e.where the IE is actually used)

The IE SubframePattern is used to specify a subframe pattern. The first/leftmost bit corresponds to the subframe #0 of the radio frame satisfying SFN mod x = 0, where SFN is that of PCell and x is the size of the bit string divided by 10. Value "1" denotes that the corresponding subframe is used.
	Sam, MTK

TBC

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.6 Other information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	128a
	Area Configuration, plmn-Identity-perTAC-List
	Is it possible if one TAC is associated to 2 different PLMNs? If yes, then plmn-Identity-perTAC-List can not cover this? 
	2
	To be discussed and clarified.
Rap> No change for now. My understanding is that if we don’t include PLMN-Identities, the UE will only check the TAC as part of the area configuration check. If there is a desire to extend the current functionality, a paper may be provided.
	DCM4
-

(Paper may be provided)

	129. 
	OtherConfig, autonomousDenial
	Seems better to introduce procedure text as the UE behaviour relates to multple fields (subframes & validity)
	2
	Would imply moving text from field description i.e. regarding moving window. To be confirmed 

ASUS> Support to move the text from field description to procedure text.
[Intel] The cat might be changed to cat3 as simply moving the field description to procedural text may not be sufficient and lead to confusion.

ALU>  for a level 2 TBC, it would be better to see a concrete proposal before taking the final decision.  Sorry, unfortunately, someone has to create the proposal
Hua> we do not think there is really a need to repeat the text of the field description in the procedural part..
Rap> No change for now. Proponents can bring paper
	-

(R2-130038)

	129a
	OtherConfig, autonomousDenial (same as 27a)
	Field description of autonomousDenialSubframes: To our understanding the UE is allowed to deny any UL transmission (PUCCH, SRS, PUSCH) so that saying “scheduled” is misleading as it implies PUSCH transmission only. Therefore, “scheduled” should be replaced with “any”.
	2
	Replace “scheduled” with “any” in the field description of autonomousDenialSubframes:

Indicates the maximum number of the assigned UL subframes for which the UE is allowed to deny the scheduled any UL transmission. Value n2 corresponds to 2 subframes, n5 to 5 subframes and so on.
Rap> See issue 27a
	Int
TBC

	130. 
	
	Should we align the naming of Power Preference to IDC? I.e. PP-Config, PP-Indication, PP-IndicationProhibitTimer
	3?
	To be discussed/ concluded 

Hua> Fine for this alignment.
Rap> May be done. TBC
	May be done. TBC
(R2-130038)

	131. 
	UE capability
	ue-Rx-TxTimeDiffMeasurementsForMDT: the configuration is general i.e. not MDT specific (i.e. part of otherConfig), so it seems preferrable not to ty the capability to MDT either ( move to otherConfig
	3?
	To be discussed

DCM: We are fine to remove “forMDT” from capability “ue-Rx-TxTimeDiffMeasurementForMDT”, and also move it to “other-Parameter-r11
CATT: we would agree that this capability is not used for MDT only and can be used for other purpose. Can remove “MDT”.
ALU>  Agree with the proposal. Not sure who brought up the issue.  If there are no other volunteers, we can write up something! 

Hua> ue-Rx-TxTimeDiffMeasurementsForMDT can only be used for MDT, i.e. MDT specific. It can not be used for normal LCS.

Rap> No change for now, as no consensus. Proponents may bring paper
	TBC
(R2-130038)

	132. 
	UE capability
	The XDD difference column is not correct for several fields:

multipleTimingAdvance: spec does not support signalling difference (which seems fine) ( -

pdcp-SN-Extension: spec does not support signalling difference (which seems fine) ( -

supportRohcContextContinue: spec does not support signalling difference (which seems fine) ( -

tdd-SpecialSubframe: spec does support signalling difference, so we should not indicate - ( no

ue-Rx-TxTimeDiffMeasurementsForMDT: spec does not support signalling difference (which seems fine) ( - <not that current approach would be fine if we move this to otherConfig)
	2
	Update as suggested
	Sam, Hua

CR

	133. 
	UE capability
	Naming for several capabilities is not entirely consistent with conventions and other parts of the specification..
	2
	Correct

(Note that this also affects 36.306)
	Hua, Sam

CR

	134. 
	UE capability, inDeviceCoexInd
	The RAN2 agreement to have 1 bit to indicate support of both IDC-indication and autonomous denial is not captured
	2
	Add that the bit also indicates support of autonomous denial. To be confirmed 

Hua> Fine with the Rapporteur’s text proposal in the draft..
	Hua56

CR TBC

	135. 
	UE capability, otherParameters
	Should the top level field be mandatory? The sub-fields are OPTIONAL – so it is not incorrect
	2
	Rap> Seems correct i.e. normally we create another optionality only if there is sufficient saving e.g. at least something like 10b.
	Alu41

-

	135a
	UE-EUTRA Capability, General
	Probably it would be good to have common guidelines for adding OPTIONAL to group IEs having single or multiple fields. 

In some cases the OPTIONAL is defined as the group optionality, e.g.,

rf-Parameters-v11xy




RF-Parameters-v11xy





OPTIONAL,

…
RF-Parameters-v11xy ::=



SEQUENCE {


supportedBandCombination-v11xy


SupportedBandCombination-v11xy

}

And in some cases it is defined as per field optionality:

measParameters-v11xy



MeasParameters-v11xy,

…
MeasParameters-v11xy ::=


SEQUENCE {


rsrqMeasWideband-r11


ENUMERATED {supported}

OPTIONAL
}


	2
	To be discussed and clarified. It seems preferably to have at least common approach for Rel-11
Rap> Mandatory groups may have been used to avoid a useless optionality bit. Anyhow, it may be good to have a paper in which the different cases are analysed and including some proposals for alignment
	DCM5
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	10.2 RRC messages transferred across network nodes

	
	
	
	
	
	

	136. 
	AS-Context-v11x0
	Some alignment seems desirable regarding what is transferred from source to target

MBMS: entire message

IDC: affectedFreqs & TDM-Assistance

PPI: the PPI bit
	3?
	Align IDC and PPI with MBMS i.e. carry entire messages

To be discussed/ confirmed 

CATT: considering there is potential extension in IDC and PPI related messages, it’s better to forward IEs only, i.e. not entire messages. So there is no need to keep the alignment with MBMS. 

NSN> Why not align MBMS if somebody really wants to align? Anyway for PPI, it is only one bit. 

Hua>We prefer to include entire message both for IDC and PPI. Huawei would like to prepare paper if needed.
Rap> No change for now, as no consensus. To be discussed further. (paper does not seem essential i.e. issue seems clear)
	Sam, Hua57

Paper Hua?
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