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1 Introduction

This contribution discusses a number of remaining ASN.1 review issues. RAN2 is requested to review and conclude the proposals that are included.
2 Discussion

2.1 Mapping of LPP fields onto bit strings in 36.331 (Iss. 124)
A number of LPP fields are carried witin a bit string. In such cases, the LPP field is first encoded (PER, unaligned). When an RRC message is encoded, this results in a so-called 'basic production' (as specified in X.691), which is a string of bits with the size being a multiple of 8, see 36.331 section 8.3. The same applies for LPP messages, as specified in 36.355 section 6.1:

Transfer syntax for LPP messages is derived from their ASN.1 definitions by use of Basic Packed Encoding Rules (BASIC-PER), Unaligned Variant, as specified in ITU-T Rec. X.691 [22]. The encoded LPP message always contains a multiple of 8 bits.

Unfortunately there is no specification about the encoding of LPP IEs, not about how they are mapped on to lower layers (note that TS 36.331 section 6.2 specifies how the basic production is mapped onto lower layers). It should be noted that in specific cases we have specified that the trailing bits added by the encoder are removed (e.g. system information in 25.331). As such specification are not provided for LPP IEs, one could assume the encoded LPP IEs always result in a bit string with the size being a multiple of 8. This is further backed by the fact that the information is carried in an octet string rather than in a bit string.

Proposal 1
Confirm the understanding that encoding of LPP IEs result in a basic production which size is of a multiple of 8. It may be considered to add clarification to 36.355.

Given that the LPP IEs are carried in octet strings, it does not seem that the following bullet from 8.1 clearly specifies how the LPP encoded bits are mapped on to the RRC field:
-
When a bit string value is placed in a bit-field as specified in 15.6 to 15.11 in X.691, the leading bit of the bit string value shall be placed in the leading bit of the bit-field, and the trailing bit of the bit string value shall be placed in the trailing bit of the bit-field.

NOTE:
The terms 'leading bit' and 'trailing bit' are defined in ITU-T Rec. X.680. When using the 'bstring' notation, the leading bit of the bit string value is on the left, and the trailing bit of the bit string value is on the right.

Hence, we propose to add some clarification at least for the fields newly introduced in REL-11 (i.e. all are in IE LocationInformation).

Proposal 2
Clarify, at least for the fields newly introduced in REL-11, that the first bit of the first octet contains the first bit of the encoded LPP IE, as illustrated below:

	LocationInfo field descriptions

	ellipsoidArc 

Parameter EllipsoidArc defined in TS36.355 [54]. The first/leftmost bit of the first octet contains the first bit of the encoded LPP IE.


2.2 UE capabilities, review of optionals (Iss. 135a)
During ASN.1 review it was remarked that some groups are mandatory, while others are optional. Such mandatory groups may have been used to avoid a useless optionality bit. In order to ensure a consistent approach and to avoid potential issues, we felt it would be good to review all REL-11 extensions. It should be noted that this is affected by the move of some UE capabilities.

	UE-EUTRA-Capability fields
	Optional
	Comment/ proposal

	pdcp-Parameters-v11xy
	MP
	2 capabilities (SN ext, ROHC cont)

	phyLayerParameters-v11xy
	OP
	9 capabilities

	rf-Parameters-v11xy
	OP
	1 mandatory capability (supportedBandCombination-v11xy)

	measParameters-v11xy
	MP
	1 capability (RSRQ wide band)

	otherParameters-r11
	MP
	3 or 4 capabilities (CDMA sharing, IDC, PPI, RxTx time diff)

	fdd-Add-UE-EUTRA-Capabilities-v11xy
	OP
	(see below)

	tdd-Add-UE-EUTRA-Capabilities-v11xy
	OP
	

	UE-EUTRA-CapabilityAddXDD-Mode-v11xy fields
	Optional
	Comment/ proposal

	phyLayerParameters-v11xy
	OP
	Same as above

	measParameters-v11xy
	OP
	Same as above

	otherParameters-r11
	OP
	Same as above


The table shows that:
· 
There has been an effort to avoid an 2nd optional for groups including few capabilities

· 
There general approach seems to be that for groups containing few capabilities the optional is removed at the group level while for groups with a single capability the optional is removed at the capability level.

· 
For the UE-EUTRA-CapabilityAddXDD-Mode-v11xy we do not similarly try to avoid the redundant optionalities.

It is noted that if we would like to adopt this approach for the AddXDD capabilities also, a change of procedural specification is needed (i.e. the procedural specification assumes the groups are optional). We see two possible approaches:

a) 
Avoid some presence bits for the regular capabilities, but don't use it for the AddXDD capabilities (i.e. continue as today)

b) Align the approach for the two cases by:

b.1) Avoiding presence bits for both cases

b.2) Avoiding presence bits for both cases

The saving of a presence bit does not seem that important. For groups with a single capability, avoiding a 2nd presence bit however also avoids that there are 2 ways to signal the same thing. We don't have a strong preference and hence request RAN2 to discuss and conclude the way forward.
Proposal 3
RAN2 is requested to discuss and agree the approach for avoiding some presence bits for UE capabilities.

It is anyhow clear that for the regular capabilities we currently don't have a uniform behaviour, which could be resolved to change as follows:

a) 
Maintain the current convention and modify measParameters-v11xy i.e. optional at group level and mandatory at capability level.

b) 
Modify the convention and remove the optional at group level for both optimisations (i.e. regardless of how few capabilities are contained) and modify rf-Parameters i.e. mandatory at group level and optional at capability level
Option b) seems somewhat simpler to maintain. However, we don't have a strong preference, hence the following proposal:

Proposal 4
If RAN2 agreed to continue avoiding presence bits, RAN2 is requested to discuss and agree the approach for groups including a single capability i.e. whether to place the optionality on the group or the capability

2.3 SIB16: inheriting time info from SIB8 (77)

During the Ad Hoc meeting it was concluded to include the time information in an optional sequence and remove the constraints on E-UTRAN to include this information when broadcasting SIB16 while time information is absent in SIB8. It was also concluded that further changes may be considered e.g. to clarify the statement in the following statement in the field description:

	timeInfo
If this field is not present, the UE uses the systemTimeInfo in SystemInformationBlockType8. The first/leftmost bit of the bit string contains the most significant bit. This field is excluded when estimating changes in system information, i.e. changes of timeInfo should neither result in system information change notifications nor in a modification of systemInfoValueTag in SIB1.


It seems clear that the current statement is best removed, as the use of the timeInfo is completely up to UE implementation, as reflected by the following note that was agreed to be introduced:

NOTE:
The UE may use the time information for numerous purposes, possibly involving upper layers e.g. to assist GPS initialisation, to synchronise the UE clock (a.o. to determine MBMS session start/ stop).
It was suggested that some clarification could be added still, namely that in case the timeInfo in SIB16 would be absent the UE can assume that the timeInfo in SIB8 concerns the GPS time.

SystemTimeInfoCDMA2000 ::=


SEQUENCE {


cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation


BOOLEAN,


cdma-SystemTime





CHOICE {



synchronousSystemTime



BIT STRING (SIZE (39)),



asynchronousSystemTime



BIT STRING (SIZE (49))


}

}

	SystemTimeInfoCDMA2000 field descriptions

	asynchronousSystemTime

The CDMA2000 system time corresponding to the SFN boundary at or after the ending boundary of the SI-Window in which SystemInformationBlockType8 is transmitted. If not synchronized then the size is 49 bits and the unit is [8 CDMA2000 chips based on 1.2288 Mcps].

	cdma-EUTRA-Synchronisation

TRUE indicates that the networks are synchronised i.e. there is no drift in the timing between E‑UTRA and CDMA2000. FALSE indicates that the networks are not synchronised, i.e. the timing between E-UTRA and CDMA2000 can drift.

	synchronousSystemTime

CDMA2000 system time corresponding to the SFN boundary at or after the ending boundary of the SI-window in which SystemInformationBlockType8 is transmitted. If synchronized to CDMA2000 system time then the size is 39 bits and the unit is 10 ms based on a 1.2288 Mcps chip rate.


It is understood that this would be specified by an E-UTRAN constraint i.e. that E-UTRAN, when tranmitting SIB16 without timeInfo, includes SystemTimeInfoCDMA2000 and sets it to include the GPS time. We don't particularly support this option, but merely would like to conclude the issue hence the following proposal:

Proposal 5
RAN2 is requested to either remove the statement in the timeInfo field description, or to clarify it as shown below:

	timeInfo
If E-UTRAN omits this field, it includes the systemTimeInfo in SystemInformationBlockType8, not included in the sib8-PerPLMN-List, and sets it to include the GPS time in synchronousSystemTime. The first/leftmost bit of the bit string contains the most significant bit. This field is excluded when estimating changes in system information, i.e. changes of timeInfo should neither result in system information change notifications nor in a modification of systemInfoValueTag in SIB1.


2.4 Moving CDMA network sharing capability (New)

We suggested moving the CDMA network sharing capability (cdma2000-NW-Sharing-r11) from the 'Other capabilities' to the group for inter-RAT capabilities, as that is the group that includes all CDMA capabilities. As we are not aware of any problems, our proposal is as follows:

Proposal 6
Move the CDMA network sharing capability (cdma2000-NW-Sharing-r11) from the group for 'Other capabilities' to the group for 'Inter-RAT capabilities'.

(note that we have provided a CR for 36.306 part already, while the 36.331 change is proposed to be included in a further update of the collective CR).

3 Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes the following proposals that are proposed to be discussed/ concluded:

Proposal 1
Confirm the understanding that encoding of LPP IEs result in a basic production which size is of a multiple of 8. It may be considered to add clarification to 36.355.

Proposal 2
Clarify, at least for the fields newly introduced in REL-11, that the first bit of the first octet contains the first bit of the encoded LPP IE, as illustrated below:

Proposal 3
RAN2 is requested to discuss and agree the approach for avoiding some presence bits for UE capabilities.

Proposal 4
If RAN2 agreed to continue avoiding presence bits, RAN2 is requested to discuss and agree the approach for groups including a single capability i.e. whether to place the optionality on the group or the capability

Proposal 5
RAN2 is requested to either remove the statement in the timeInfo field description, or to clarify it as shown below:

Proposal 6
Move the CDMA network sharing capability (cdma2000-NW-Sharing-r11) from the group for 'Other capabilities' to the group for 'Inter-RAT capabilities'.

The agreements are proposed to be captured in a further update of the CR capturing the agreements from the ASN.1 review. 
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