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1.  Introduction
The following agreements were achieved in RAN1#79 [1]:

	Agreement:
· RAN1 recommends that RAN2 consider introducing new SIB(s) for Rel-13 low complexity UEs in normal and enhanced coverage.
· RAN1 recommends RAN2 to consider limiting support of mobility for Rel-13 low complexity UEs to reduce SIB size at least in enhanced coverage.
· RAR/Paging messages for Rel-13 low-complexity UEs and/or UEs operating coverage enhancements (CE) are transmitted separately from RAR/Paging messages for other UEs

· RAR/paging message intended for Rel-13 low-complexity UE and/or UE operating CE can support PDSCH subframe bundling/repetition with multiple bundle sizes/repetition levels

· For paging, from RAN1 perspective, followings are beneficial
· The eNB needs knowledge that the UE to be paged is a Rel-13 low-complexity UE and/or is a UE that is to be paged using CE

· If possible, it is beneficial for eNB to have knowledge on the required amount of coverage enhancement during Paging message transmission


In this contribution we share our considerations on the common control messages (SIB/RAR/Paging).
2.  SIB transmission 

According to the above agreements, new SIB(s) should be introduced for Rel-13 low complexity UEs in normal and enhanced coverage. However, the required system information is different for these two types of UEs. In RAN1 #79, RAN1 recommended to limit the mobility of the low complexity UEs in enhanced coverage. Hence, the mobility related system information (e.g. SIB3, SIB4, SIB5) are not required for the low complexity UEs in enhanced coverage. But this kind of system information may be useful for the low complexity UEs in normal coverage. 
If the low complexity UEs in normal and enhanced coverage share the same SIBs (or if all the SIBs for MTC UE are shared by the two types of UEs), low complexity UEs in enhanced coverage would waste power prolonging the reception time to acquire some system information that is not required for them. Hence, only the SIB which contains common information for these two types of UE should be shared by the low complexity UEs in normal and enhanced coverage. Other SIB(s) (e.g. SIB3, SIB4, and SIB5) should be dedicated for one of these two types of UEs.
Proposal 1: At least one SIB (e.g. contains common information for two types of UE) is shared by low complexity UEs in normal and enhanced coverage, but other SIB(s) are dedicated for one of these two types of UEs.
3.  RAR transmission
As discussed in [2], joint encoding of RAR intended for different UEs may not be suitable for bandwidth reduced UEs and coverage enhanced UEs. Hence, it makes sense to consider UE-specific RAR for bandwidth reduced and coverage enhanced MTC UEs. Given that the RAR can be frequency multiplexed or jointly coded, transmission of RAR to these UEs with the same repetition level could be still possible assuming that repetition is applied.
Proposal 2: UE-specific and/or repetition level specific RAR transmission should be considered further.

It was agreed in Rel-12 that multiple PRACH repetition levels are supported and each repetition level may have a separate PRACH resource set. Therefore, an eNB can acquire the UE’s RAR repetition level after receiving the corresponding PRACH preamble. The resources and response window size for RAR transmission can be implicitly indicated based on the RAR repetition level or its corresponding PRACH resource set. 
Proposal 3: The resources and response window size for RAR transmission should be implicitly indicated based on RAR repetition levels.
4.  Paging transmission

Similar to RAR transmission, multiplexing of several paging messages intended for different UEs into a single jointly encoded transport block may not be suitable for bandwidth reduced MTC UEs. If all paging messages are restricted to reduced bandwidth, there will be negative impact on the coverage and capacity of legacy paging messages. In coverage enhanced case, where each Paging message needs to be repeated, the problem becomes even worse.
Hence, it makes sense to consider UE-specific paging message for bandwidth reduced and coverage enhanced MTC UEs. Given that the Paging messages can be frequency multiplexed or jointly coded, transmission of paging messages to these UEs with same repetition level could be still possible when repetition is applied.
Proposal 4: UE-specific and/or repetition level specific paging should be considered further.
Without knowledge of target UE’s repetition level, the eNB can only handle all paging messages assuming the transmission mechanism for MTC UEs with the highest repetition level. This would bring significant resource waste due to unnecessary repetitions.

Proposal 5: The paging repetition level of MTC UEs should be indicated to the eNB.
5.  Conclusions
In this contribution, we discussed the high layer common control messages like SIB, RAR and Paging. The following proposals are concluded accordingly:

Proposal 1: At least one SIB (e.g. contains common information for two types of UE) is shared by low complexity UEs in normal and enhanced coverage, but other SIB(s) are dedicated for one of these two types of UEs.
Proposal 2: UE-specific and/or repetition level specific RAR transmission should be considered further.
Proposal 3: The resources and response window size for RAR transmission should be implicitly indicated based on RAR repetition levels.
Proposal 4: UE-specific and/or repetition level specific paging should be considered further.
Proposal 5: The paging repetition level of MTC UEs should be indicated to the eNB.
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