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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, for others it is indicated that further analysis is required in which case a company is indicated which is suggested to handle the issue (and submit a TDoc to the Ad Hoc meeting). For some of the these issues this document includes further considerations provided during the email review.

2 Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes an overview of list of issues resulting from the review of the PDU specification. RAN2 is requested to review and endorse the status including the solutions proposed. A corresponding CR is provided including the suggested changes for issues of class 1 and 2 for which the solution was concluded.
3 References

[1] 
TS 36.331 E-UTRA RRC specification
4 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

	 N1
	All
	BOOLEAN parameters with Need ON: What happens if an optional IE is not included? What is the meaning of “false”?
	2
	I.e. could we consistently use the “element BOOLEAN – Need ON” so that FALSE always signifies the same meaning as not having the parameter?

Rap>Concerns legacy issue e.g. cif-Presence-r10, widebandRSRQ-Meas (Rel-12 example: e-HARQ-Pattern-r12). Assume there is no need for general clarification as it should be clear that an optional field with need ON is ‘not configured’ until it is first configured. If however the meaning of false is ambigous clarification should be provided in the field description In general 
CATT> Agree with Rap.
ERI: Could be clarified as proposed by Nokia
Nokia Networks> This was identified earlier and we expect individual contributions can be done on the subject.
Hua: Seems the only thing we need to consider is that how to handle the IE if it is not present but it was set as false before. In our understanding, it should be same as “an optional field with need ON is ‘not configured’”, i.e. fuctionality is not swithed on. Is not that clear? Because if you set the IE to false, that means the fuctionality has been swithed off.  
Rap2> Although I agree meaning of false should be clear, see no need for general clarification. The issue of initial value for ON fields is also a legacy issue (and not specific to booleans) for which note 3 was introduced in 5.1.2. If companies think anything more is needed, a paper is suggested
	-/ TDoc NN?

	N2
	All
	The sentence “otherwise the IE is not included and UE shall delete it if configured.” needs clarifications.
	3
	Should network remove it or UE removes autonomously? (This should be checked especially for all ON parameters)

Rap> In a limited number of cases the formulation has been introduced in previous releases. The general principle is however to use UE autonomous release restrictively i.e. E-UTRAN should normally release. I assume we stick to this
CATT> Agree with Rap.
ERI: Stick to the general principle as proposed by rapporteur
Nokia Networks> For ON fields, UE cannot delete autonomously. Hence, the “otherwise UE shall delete” means non-ON behaviour. Hence, all occasions where it is used need to be checked. Therefore we expect possible contributions on this.
Hua: When we have "the field is not present and the UE shall delete any existing value for this field", it clearly means that the UE is supposed to delete the field autonomously (and if the network would include it, the UE behaviour would be unspecified).
Rap2> I think that generally E-UTRAN should always be able to release a field i.e. we should try to avoid that a field that can only be deleted autonomously (upon release of some related field). If companies think this is needed anyhow for some fields, a paper is suggested
	-/ TDoc NN?

	N3
	All
	We should use consistent text for “first reconfiguration after RRC re-establishment” in condition fields. 


	2
	Now at least 3 different versions exist in RRC – 
1) “upon the first reconfiguration after RRC connection re-establishment”
2) “at the first reconfiguration after RRC re-establishment”
3) “upon the first reconfiguration after re-establishment”
We should unify the description if possible. The most detailed one is 1) (i.e. “upon the first reconfiguration after RRC connection re-establishment”), so that could be used everywhere.

Rap> Seems fine to use 1) for REL-12 

LG: OK with RAP suggestion
ERI: Its fine to use 1) in order to make the text more consistent
Hua: agree Rap.
( Use option 1
	General CR

	N4
	All
	The term “SBCH” was renamed to “SBCCH” in 36.300 CR
	1
	All references to SBCH should be changed to SBCCH
LG: Suggestion seems correct
[QC] Fine.
ERI: This can be accepted, although logical channels typically has four-letter names
Hua:Ok.
( Use SBCH
	ProSe CR

	ALU.2
	5.3.1.2 etc.
	“In case of dual connectivity” should be changed to “in case of DC” or “in case of UE configured with DC”
	1
	Replace all dual connectivity with DC over the whole specification.
LG: Either (change or no change) is fine
Hua: Ok (although 2-letters acronyms are not such a good idea since they have higher probability of collision with acronyms e.g. SA2/CT1 that we also have to use, e.g. "TA" for Tracking Area and Timing Advance)
( Preferrably use DC (note we have some cases where we don’t use CA)
	General/ DC CR

	HUA1
	Several title names
	According to 21.801, “(Sub)clause titles shall be treated as normal text i.e. no additional capitalization; there should be no full stop at the end of a (sub)clause title..”, there should be no additional capitalization.

	1
	in a title, only first word should start with capital, e.g.

- 5.6.11 should be "Mobility history information"

- 5.6.x should be "SCG failure information"

- 5.10.2 should be "ProSe UE information indication"

- 5.10.3 should be "Direct communication reception"

- 5.10.4 should be "Direct communication reception"

- 5.10.5 should be "Direct discovery monitoring"

- 5.10.6 should be "Direct discovery announcement"
LG: proposed changes seems aligned with convention
[QC] Fine
ERI: This relates to HUA10. Either both HUA10 and HUA1 are agreed or none. See HUA10.
( Switch to lower case (same for HUA10)
	General CR, DC CR, ProSe CR

	HUA5
	WLAN related sections
	Only” wlan-IW-ANDSF-Policies-r12” capable UE shall inform upper layers about release/configuration, etc.
	2
	Add additional description “if the UE supports wlan-IW-ANDSF-Policies-r12; for corresponding sections”

Rap> Seems fine to add statement for broadcast (E-UTRAN configures according to UE capabilities). Actual wording might be slightly different (normally we don’t use field name)
LG: Fine with Rap suggestion (adding statement for broadcast)
Int> We agree that the current description needs to be updated depending on the supported WLAN interworking capability (RAN rules or ANDSF policy). We intended to bring CR to 36.331 for next RAN2#89 meeting to clarify the UE behaviour more clearly.
Hua: To align with the 36.306 CR agreed in RAN#66, we could say "if the UE supports RAN-assisted WLAN interworking based on access network selection and traffic steering rules specified in TS 36.304 or based on ANDSF policies specified in TS 24.312"
	General CR

	HUA6
	5.3.10.1  and other sections
	Do we need to mention MCG security as we did in 5.3.10.3a1? or it is nature to be MCG related configuration if we did not mention (if so, do we need to clarify this)?
	2
	2> establish a PDCP entity and configure it with the current MCG security configuration, if applicable;

Rap> Seems clearer to keep MCG
CATT> We perfer a clarification that the configuration is related to the MCG in general until explictly mentioned otherwise.
LG: prefer to keep ‘MCG’
ERI: No strong opinion but there does not seem to be any obvious adverse impact if MCG is kept. So keep it as proposed by rapporteur.
Hua:In fact, what we concerned are 5,3.10.1/5.3.10.3 which is only for MCG, but MCG is not mentioned for the same sentence.
Rap2> For PDCP security MCG is already mentioned in 5.3.10.3. I suggest to also add MCG when establishing RLC and DTCH logical channel entities. For SRBs there seems less of a need, but would suggest to add ‘(MCG) when establishing RLC and DTCH logical channel entities
	General/ DC CR

	HUA10
	5.2.2.25 and other ProSe sections
	- ProSe sections (5.2.2.25/26 and 5.10 and subsections) use capitals for "ProSe Direct Communication", "Prose Direct Discovery", "Sidelink Control" with no clear reason. 

It should be "ProSe direct communication", "ProSe direct discovery" and "sidelink control".
	1
	Propose to use"ProSe direct communication", "ProSe direct discovery" and "sidelink control". Instead of  "ProSe Direct Communication", "Prose Direct Discovery", "Sidelink Control"
LG: support NSN proposal
[QC] Fine
ERI: This capitalization is used like this in 23.303. No strong view, but the versions with capitalizations like this have been used for quite some time.

Suggest to stick to the current names, but if it is agreed to do these changes, shouldn’t we use “Prose” instead of “ProSe” then?
( Switch to lower case (same for HUA1), but stick to ProSe
	ProSe CR

	Sa.1
	Abbreviation, and other sections
	Consistency of ProSe names may be improved e.g. use of suffix
	2
	Generally use Sidelink (SL)
[QC] Fine
ERI: This suggestion is too fuzzy to assess. What about “ProSe” for application layer things, and “Sidelink” for lower layer? Consistency in general is good. Perhaps also PC5 could be a relevant suffix isnead of SL because it would clearly indicate the interface where the fields and identifiers belong to.
Hua: Ok with "sidelink" (no capital) or "SL" (but it seems "sidelink" is largely used in 36.321.
Rap2> Seems acceptable to use generally use ‘Sidelink’ except when referring to application. A paper illustrating the main resulting changes may be desirable. (Can consider use of PC5 merely in conjunction with ERI-72)
	TDoc Sam, ProSe CR

	Sa.2
	E.g. Field description MIB, SFN
	Improve consistency regarding cell group terminology (.e. a TAG is also a cell group). So if we mean MCG or SCG we should clarify
	2
	Always add (MCG or SCG) or introduce an abbreviation for Dual Connectivity Group
CATT> This should be already clear from the definitions of Cell Group in Section 3.1.
ERI: Note that in MAC, an acronym Cell Group (CG) is introduced. This term could be used also in RRC.
Hua: prefer to always add “(i.e. MCG or SCG)”.
Rap2> It is true that the Cell group definition is specific to DC. If we make sure that whenever we introduce the term ‘cell group’ we respect the definition there is no issue (but may be little risky). It may be easiest to use abbreviation, in which case it may be best to introduce a DC specific one e.g. DCG (Dual Connectivity Group, alike TAG). No change for now, but more opinions invited
	-/ General/ DC CR?

	Sa.3
	E.g. conditions for SCG change
	SCG change is assumed to be a procedure (alike HO) that is used in several different cases e.g. SCG establishment, PSCell change, Key refresh, PSCell SI update. In case something applies upon SCG change, there is no need to add ‘SCG establishment’
	2
	Apply terminology consistently i.e. just use SCG change as much as possible. Refer to particular use case only if the aspect does not apply for all SCG change use cases
CATT> No strong view, but would consider that the UE layer-2 behaviors are different between SCG establishment and SCG change. For example, the SCG MAC is created at SCG establishment.
LG:Our understanding is that SCG establishment/SCG change is different and corresponding L2 behaviorus are also different. So it is preferable to distinguish them in normative text.
ERI: Is it totally clear that “SCG establishment” is subset of SCG Change? If we go for this change,, it would be good to clarify this aspect
Hua: in fact, there are only two cases, SCG change and SCG establishment. SCG change could be used for PSCell change, Key refresh,bear type change, etc. But it is not SCG establishment. In addition, SCG change and SCG establishment are used in condition part for different purpose, e.g. SCG-Est is only applicable for SCG establishment. 
We still prefer to distinguish SCG change and SCG establishment because they are totally different procedure. However, we are also fine if we have a gereneral statement that SCG change in 36.331 covering SCG change and establishment.
Rap2> We agreed to use the SCG change procedure for SCG establishment. It is clear already that the detailed actions are somewhat different between the two cases. It seems undesirable to generally refer to the procedure as ‘SCG change/ establishment’. It however seems desirable to have a more detailed proposal. W.r.t. conditions, this relates to Sa.4 (and Hua comment to Sa.4 seems mainly related to this issue). Note that correspondingly it seems undesirable to use the term SCG change to refer to the SCG modification scenario (i.e. for the scenario’s it may be better to use SCG addition/ modification) 
	TDoc Sam?

	Sa.4
	E.g. RRCConnectionReconfiguration, SCG configuration fields
	Conditions were intended to specify constraints related to presence or content of other fields included in the same message. However, many are not very specific. Some conditions (e.g. SCG-Est2) even seem to be circular definitions
	3
	Some discussion on the use of conditions seems desirable i.e. whether to consider these to be more:

a) Strict requirements affecting UE error handling (conditionally mandatory field absent) OR

b) Guidelines regarding E-UTRAN implementation

Rap> Separate (discussion) paper seems be desirable
Hua: "SCG change" seems to be defined in 5.3.1.2 with a repetition in 5.3.1.3 (However, it is not so obvious whether "handover with SCG change" is included in "upon SCG change" or not). "SCG establishment" seems to be defined in 5.3.10.4 MAC main configuration " (2>
if SCG MAC is not part of the current UE configuration (SCG establishment):). However, 5.3.10.10 SCG reconfiguration contains some statement "2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the scg-Counter (SCG establishment/ change):" that could be somehow misunderstood as a definition of "SCG establishment or SCG change".
	TDoc, Sam

	Sa.5
	E.g. freqPriorityListExtEUTRA
	Is it generally clear that UE actions for a listExt is covered by the original list field i.e. that nothing additional needs to be stated?
	2
	Add something in guidelines/ general section (same applies unless explicitly stated otherwise)
Hua: In absence of a clear rule, everything should be explicit.Besides:

- it isn't obvious that it is possible to make a single guideline which is clear and fits most cases

- it would be more appropriate that the relations between "legacy" and "extended" are either indicated by explicit text (listExt is an extension of list) or by a tag (listExt -- EXTENDs list) rather than by something nested in the IE name (which so far never never determined how to actually handle the IE).
Rap2> It seems desirable to review the existing and new cases, and based on that come to a proposal on what clarification would be needed
	General CR

	Sa.6
	E.g. Extensions of PDCP-Config: ul-DataPath, t-Reordering
	Some parameters are only relevant depending on other configuration parameters. In case E-UTRAN modifies these other configuration parameters, should the UE autonomously release. Or should E-UTRAN clear the parameters
	2
	In our understanding we have the following general principles

a) Not to have any hanging configurations, that the UE is required to maintain, so they may be re-activated at a later point in time

b) To avoid UE autonomous release as much as possible

Rap> Assume we can stick to these general principles
LG” Agree with Rap.
ERI: Stick to the general principles.
Hua: related to Hua 50, 51. 
We agree these principles. The only problem for these two parameters are, with current structure, the network has no way to delete these two parameters. So either we change the signalling structure, or specify clearly when the UE shall delete the parameter.
( Stick to these general principles (and as baseline introduce signalling option by which E-UTRAN can release fields, if not existing). I.e. consistent with N2
	-/ TDoc Sam?

	Sa.A
	
	Should we in general try to have delta signalling for fields within extension addition group, considering overhead
	2
	We have slowly moved towards support delta signalling in more cases. Should we use this by default, unless the parent is changed very rarely?
	FFS/ TDoc XX?

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2, 3
References, definitions, abbreviations

	C.1, INT1
	2
	The specification name of [67] is not accurate/ not aligned with its use in the field descriptions of SIB17 “IEEE 802.11-2012 [67]”.

	1
	Add “-2012” to “IEEE 802.11” as following:

[67] IEEE 802.11-2012, Part 11: Wireless LAN Medium Access Control (MAC) and Physical Layer (PHY) specifications, IEEE Std.
	General CR

	INT2
	2
	New reference [68] to 3GPP TS 23.303: "Proximity-based services (ProSe); Stage 2". has been added but is not used elsewhere in 36.331.
	1
	Remove new reference [68].

Rap> Fine to remove (although there are more cases not referenced e.g. [59]
Int> Comment to remove [68] is withdrawn, see ERI-40. However, the non-used [59] could be removed instead
ERI: Ok. There doesn’t seem so be a text where a reference can easily be added either.
( No change (referenced in a.o. 5.10.4, see ERI-40. Do not remove [59], as legacy)
	-

	N5
	3.1 Definition
	Either the definition for “Common access barring parameters” should be “Common access class barring parameters”, or then definition text needs to remove word “class”.
	2
	It seems that easiest way to solve is to remove “class” in the definition text => remove red & highlighted text: 

“Common access barring parameters: When network sharing is in use in the cell, the common access class barring parameters refer to the access class barring parameters that are broadcast in SystemInformationBlockType2 without an explicit PLMN identity index.”.

Rap> Prefer to remove ‘class’ from definition
Int> ok to remove “class” from definition
ERI: Remove “class” in the definition text.
Hua: The right name shall be common access class barring, right? it is better to keep the “class” in both the defintion title and the definition
Rap2> Propose to remove ‘class’ from definition (general term seems fine as skip indicators are not AC specific)
	General CR

	INT3
	3.1
	The use of "common access barring parameters" is not restricted to network sharing scenarios, so the highlighted part in the definition can be removed:
"Common access barring parameters: When network sharing is in use in the cell, the common access class barring parameters refer to the access class barring parameters that are broadcast in SystemInformationBlockType2 without an explicit PLMN identity index."
	2
	Update the definition of common access barring parameters as follows:
"Common access barring parameters: When network sharing is in use in the cell, The common access class barring parameters refer to the access class barring parameters that are broadcast in SystemInformationBlockType2 without an explicit PLMN identity index."
Rap> The term common parameters seems to be useful only if multiple PLMNs is included in SIB1. Maybe it would be clearer to replace ‘without PLMN identity index by ‘outside the list of PLMN specific parameters (i.e. in ac-BarringPerPLMNList)’.
Int> Prefer to use the definition generic.
ERI: We agree with Intel that common parameters are used also when network sharing is not used as in the procedure, always either common parameters or per PLMN parameters are selected
Hua: with structure “if” ”else”, seems common access barring parameters will be selected when ac-BarringPerPLMNList and the ac-BarringPerPLMNList are not contained in SIB2. Therefore it is unrelated to network sharing. Therefore, we prefer Intel’s suggestion, i.e. remove highlighted sentence.  In addition, we also prefer Rap’s additional suggestion, i.e. replace ‘without PLMN identity index by ‘outside the list of PLMN specific parameters (i.e. in ac-BarringPerPLMNList)’.
Rap2> Remove the reference to network sharing and clarify the PLMN identity index as suggested by Rap
	General CR

	LG.1
	3.1.
	Is the definition of ‘Common access barring parameters’ in the right place?
	2
	Maybe move to the corresponding procedure text section as a NOTE.
Rap> Term in used in different sections, so definition seems appropriate
Int> Agree with Rap
ERI: Notes are informative and they should only explain the normative text. It is difficult to see the added-value of making a definition informative. So we prefer to keep the definition as is.
Hua: Agree with Rap
( No change
	-

	N6
	3.1 Definition
	The SLSS definition is missing
	2
	Add SLSS definition.

Rap> Adding an abbreviation seems sufficient
LG: Agree with Rap
[QC] Fine
ERI: This is acceptable.
Nokia Networks> At leas the abbreviation is needed
Hua: at least abbreviation is needed.
( Add abbreviation
	ProSe CR

	ALU.1
	3.1
	Dual Connectivity: Mode of operation of a UE in RRC_CONNECTED, when configured with a Master and a Secondary Cell Group.


	2
	Can it be called a “mode of operation”?  Not sure if this is at all needed.  We don’t define a UE mode or configuration in the definition section. E.g. we didn’t define Carrier Aggregation.

Rap> Could rephrase to ‘A UE in RRC_CONNECTED is configured with Dual Connectivity when it is configured with a Master and a Secondary Cell Group’. However, the same formulation is used in stage 2
CATT> We prefer to remove the definition of Dual Connectivity as Dual Connectivity is a combination of lots of functionalities. For example, the signlaing procedures (even before the UE is configured with MCG and SCG) related to Dual Connectivity are also part of Dual Connectivity.
LG: Suggested definition:  ‘A UE in RRC_CONNECTED configured with a Master and a Secondary Cell Group’.
( the same formulation shall be used in stage 2)
ERI: Prefer to rephrase it because mode of operation.
Hua: support Rap view. The definition is helpful.
Rap2> Change to ‘A UE in RRC_CONNECTED is configured with Dual Connectivity when it is configured with a Master and a Secondary Cell Group##
	General/ DC CR?

	HUA2
	3.1
	Definition of Serving Cell does not include the cells in SCG.
	2
	Serving Cell: For a UE in RRC_CONNECTED not configured with CA/dual connectivity  there is only one serving cell comprising of the primary cell. For a UE in RRC_CONNECTED configured with CA/dual conectivity  the term 'serving cells' is used to denote the set of one or more cells comprising of the primary cell, secondary primary cell and all secondary cells.

Rap> Last part suggests seems to introduce new term SPCell. Moreover, PSCell is an SCell, so the last change does not seem needed (yellow highlight)
CATT> Agree with Rap.
LG: Agree wit the first two changes

LG: for the last one, we suggest: ‘comprising of the primary cell, and all secondary cells incuding PSCell.’
Hua: we agree that PSCell is an SCell. Seems in MTK 4, Rap agreed to add PSCell definition and clarify that is also SCell. In this case, we do not have concern.

Rap2> Just replace CA with CA/ DC (both lines)##
	General/ DC CR

	HUA3
	3.1
	Definition of Secondary Timing Advance Group does not include the PSCell.
	1
	Secondary Timing Advance Group: Timing Advance Group not containing the PCell or the PSCell. A secondary timing advance group contains at least one cell with configured uplink.
LG: Agree with the intetion of the change. 

LG: Suggest to use niether .. nor.. formulation to avoid any ambiguity.
Int> No strong view. But, looking at the definition of SCG (Secondary Cell Group: A group of secondary cells of a UE, configured with dual connectivity, comprising of the PSCell and possibly one or more secondary cells), it is reasonable to separate PSCell from secondary cells. 
ERI: This is not correct as it was agreed to use term PTAG for the TAG of PSCell (at least in MAC).
Rap2> Suggest to change to Timing Advance Group containing neither the PCell nor the PSCell0##
	General/ DC CR

	HUA4
	3.1
	As described in 3.1 “Master Cell Group: A group of serving cells of a UE, configured with dual connectivity, comprising of the PCell and zero or more secondary cells.” Seems MCG only exists if DC is configured.

However in 5.3.1.1, “When not configured with Dual Connectivity (DC) all SCells the UE is configured with, if any, are part of the Master Cell Group (MCG).”. That means MCG is always there even if DC is not configured. 

Propose to remove sentence in 5.3.1.1
	2
	
Rap> Prefer not to change i.e. the current approach is alike the fact that we use the term PCell also regardless of whether CA is configured
CATT> We would consider MCG is always present, and prefer to remove “configured with dual connectivity” for the definition of MCG, as the definition of PCell also does not mention if the CA is configured.
LG: Agree with RAP. Prefer to keep it.
Int> Agree with Rap.
Hua: For PCell definition, we did not mention configured with CA, i.e. it is consistence for PCell. But for MCG, the description is not consistence. Another choice is that we remove the “configured with dual connectivity” from MCG definition.
Rap2> The intend of my previous remark was that MCG should be independent of DC (as we refer to it generally, see HUA6). So I agree it would be good to remove the ‘configured with DC’.##
	General/ DC CR 

	MTK1
	3.1
	The definition of MCG and SCG
	1
	We are fine with both “… zero or more secondary cells” and “… possibly one or more secondary cells”, but we’d like to adopt the same descriptions for MCG and SCG.
Rap> Adopt zero or more also for SCG
CATT> agree with Rap.
LG: Secondary Cell Group: A group of secondary cells of a UE, configured with dual connectivity, comprising of the PSCell and zero or more other secondary cells.
( Update SCG definition as suggested by LG##
	General/ DC CR

	MTK4
	3.1
	Missing: Should clarify that Primary Secondary Cell is an SCell, i.e. that text in in the TS referring to Scell(s) generally also applies to PSCell, except when PScell is described separately. 
	1
	Introduce definition of PSCell to clarify this aspect
CATT> Should clarify that the PSCell in RRC spec is considered as SCell unless explicitly mentioned otherwise. In MAC specification, PSCell is considered as PCell.
LG: seems useful to have definition for PSCell (no good proposal for now)
( Introduce definition of PSCell as follows##
Primary Secondary Cell: The SCG cell in which the UE is instructed to perform random access when performing the SCG change/ establishment procedure.


	General/ DC CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2
 System information

	
	
	
	
	


	

	N7, HUA7, ALU.6
	5.2.2.3    System information required by the UE
	Should there be requirements for D2D UE to receive SIB18/SIB19 as e.g. defined for SIB17 (WLAN IW)?
	2
	We may need to add a requirement for receiving SIB18/19, similar as for SIB17. 

2>
if in RRC_IDLE:

3>
the MasterInformationBlock and SystemInformationBlockType1 as well as SystemInformationBlockType2 through SystemInformationBlockType8 (depending on support of the concerned RATs), SystemInformationBlockType17 (depending on support of RAN-assisted WLAN interworking) , SystemInformationBlockType18 (depending on support of communication), SystemInformationBlockType19 (depending on support of discovery);

2>
if in RRC_CONNECTED:

3>
the MasterInformationBlock, SystemInformationBlockType1 and SystemInformationBlockType2 as well as SystemInformationBlockType8 (depending on support of CDMA2000), SystemInformationBlockType17 (depending on support of RAN-assisted WLAN interworking) , SystemInformationBlockType18 (depending on support of communication), SystemInformationBlockType19 (depending on support of discovery);

ALU: This will mean that even if AS is not configured by upper layer for Prose communication or discovery, the UE capable of Prose will maintain up to date SIB 18 and 19

Rap: It may be more appropriate to apply the SIB13/14/15 model i.e. add a statement in 5.2.2.4
LG: In general agree with Rap, and think MBMS case as in 5.2.2.4 can apply for SIB19 acquisition.

LG: ForSIB18, a bit different handling is required as while UE is in RRC_IDLE or RRC_CONNECTED, availability of  SIB18 is not essential for UE to perfomr D2D comm. See the example: even while UE is in RRC_IDLE on freq1, the UE may perform mode2 OOC D2D comm on freq2 – in this case UE is not required to obtain SIB18. For ProSe Comm, UE is required to acquire SIB18 only if PS carrier provides coverage (i.e. non-out-of-coverage case). When there is no coverage on PS carrier, UE is not required to (and cannot ) obtain SIB18.
[QC] Agree with rapporteur’s suggestion to use 5.2.2.4. We prefer not to flood section 5.2.2.3 with a large list of SIBs. We should even reconsider if we really want to add SIB17 in 5.2.2.3. On the comment from Alcatel-Lucent, the text can be something like “if the UE is capable of ProSe and configured by upper layer”.
Int> We prefer Rap’s approach because although the UE supports ProSe, the UE may not need to acquire SIB17/18 if ProSe is not configured by upper layers
ERI: The proposal from the rapporteur seems more appropriate than the original proposal. Something should be added to 5.2.2.4. . Also see N13, ALU.7
Hua: agree with Rap’s suggestion. We prefer to use the same priciple also for WLAN related SIBs.
Rap: Apply the SIB13/14/15 model i.e. add statements in 5.2.2.4 i.e. something like the following:
1>
if the UE is capable of ProSe Direct Communication and is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication:

2> If the cell used to receive ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria as defined in TS 36.304 [4]; and
2>
if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType18 is present and the UE does not have stored a valid version of this system information block:

3>
acquire SystemInformationBlockType18;

1>
if the UE is capable of ProSe Direct Discovery and is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on the primary frequency:

2>
if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType19 is present and the UE does not have stored a valid version of this system information block:

3>
acquire SystemInformationBlockType19;

2>
for each of the one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19 and for which the UE is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery announcements on:

3>
if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType19 is present and the UE does not have stored a valid version of this system information block:

4>
acquire SystemInformationBlockType19;


	ProSe CR

	N8
	5.2.2.4    System information acquisition by the UE,

5.2.2.24 Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType17
	It seems that there is obsolete deleting of SIB17 parameters. UE does not use any SIB in new cell unless explicitly specified elsewher. This is similar to any SIB handling e.g. SIB1 – UE does not use SIB1 of previous cell in new cell. Also, the wording in 5.2.2.4 seems to suggest that the parameters is released if received in SIB17, which is a contradiction since the SIB17 is not there according to the condition.

Also, in section 5.2.24, there are no provisions made for informing upper layers after SIB change where the SIB17 is no longer broadcast. 
	3
	UE behaviour should be clarified. At least one of the following options is possible: 

· Remove changes made to 5.2.2.4 regarding SIB17 handling. The element is anyway Need OR, so UE should apply normal handling and release the IE.

· Clarify the sentence so that it’s UE shall release the old PCell parameters.  

Rap: It always seems good to be consistent w.r.t. indicating release to upper layers. There seem to be the following cases:

a) SIB17 not scheduled (anymore, in new cell). Note that this is should not be covered in 5.2.2.4 but rather in 5.2.2.7
b) SIB17 does not include wlan-OffloadPerPLMN-List
c) SIB17 does not include an entry for the UEs selected PLMN, or that entry does not include wlan-OffloadConfigCommon
Rap: Separate paper seems desirable
LG:: 331 needs to specify informing wlan-OffloadConfigCommon to upper layer in the following cases

a) Upon reception of SIB17 including wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corredpong to RPLMN (including updae of wlan-OffloadConfigCommon)(setup or update)
b) SIB17 is not scheduled (release)
SIB17 does not include an entry for the UEs selected PLMN (release)
Int> We should discuss more based on the paper. Agree that if behaviour is retained then 5.2.2.7 may be better location.
Hua: Do we really need a discussion paper for this? It looks rather simple:

- the UE deletes all SIBs in new cell or SI change in current cell (this is unrelated to NEED), so explicit deletion of SIB17 is of course not needed and only thing needed is notification to upper layers that there are no parameters for the RPLMN (could be in 5.2.2.7 since the UE sees the absence of SIB17 when processing SIB1)

- notification of the case of absence of parameters for the RPLMN is also needed when SIB17 is present, this should be added to 5.2.2.24

Rap2: If agreeable we could introduce the changes shown below (style according to N.9). Otherwise a detailed proposal/ separate TDoc seems preferrable:

· Removing the release from 5.2.2.4

· Introducing a statement in 5.2.2.7 to cover a) e.g. something like:

2> if configured with wlan-OffloadCommon; and
2>
if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType17 is not present:

3>
release wlan-OffloadConfigCommon;

3>
inform upper layers about the release;

· Introduce a similar statement in 5.2.2.24
2> if not configured with the wlan-OffloadDedicated;

3> if wlan-OffloadConfigCommon is included and includes an entry corresponding to the RPLMN;
4> apply wlan-OffloadConfigCommon entry corresponding to the RPLMN;
4> forward the concerned wlan-OffloadConfigCommon to upper layers;
3> else if wlan-OffloadCommon is configured:

4> release wlan-OffloadCommon and inform upper layers about the release;
4> inform upper layers about the release;

	General CR/ TDoc, NN?

	ALU.4, INT4
	5.2.2.4
	System information acquisition:

Text says "release wlan-OffloadConfigCommon, if received and inform upper layers about the release ". However, in the situation described the IE can never receive. Intent was to release the configuration if it had been previously received.


	1
	Propose to add 'previously' in the condition as follows:

3> release wlan-OffloadConfigCommon, if previously received and inform upper layers about the release ".
(Rap: May be affected by N8)
Hua:seems the proposed  text still cannot cover the case if there are dedicated parameters..
Rap2: Would be covered by proposal for N8 (note that Common values are only configured by the UE if dedicated values are not provided by E-UTRAN)
	General CR

	N9
	5.2.2.4    System information acquisition by the UE,

5.2.2.24 Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType17
	Related to issue N8

The procedural text is introducing a common one instruction for the UE to apply a value of a parameter + forward it to upper layers:

3> apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN and forward it to upper layers;
Typically we had “forward to upper layers” as a separate following procedure. Thus, by aligning we would respect previous convention and probably make UE behaviour analysis clearer, especially in failure cases, when one needs to deduce what failed: applying a parameter or forwarding to upper layers.
	1
	Implement to separate lines for such procedure: 1. For applying the parameter; 2. For forwarding the parameter to upper layers.

For 5.2.2.4:

2>
if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType17 is not present:

3>
release wlan-OffloadConfigCommon, if received 
3> inform upper layers about the release of wlan-OffloadConfigCommon;

For 5.2.2.24:

2> if not configured with the wlan-OffloadDedicated;

3> apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN 
3> forward the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon to upper layers;
Rap: Although I like being concise, proposal seems to be according to general convention so I am fine
Int> OK
Hua:ok.
Rap2: Assume the same applies for release (see proposal for N8)
	General CR

	N10
	5.2.2.4    System information acquisition by the UE,

5.2.2.24 Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType17
	Which wlan-id-list UE applies after handover (from previous PCell or new PCell)? SIB are valid normally only in a cell – So is the idea that UE does not do WLAN IW until new SIB is received?
	2
	No proposal – just checking that specified behaviour is intended one. After that specification should be clarified and completed to reflect that intention.

Rap: According to my limited understanding, .306 clarifies that the UE does not evaluate the traffic steering algorithm unitl it received SIB17 in the new cell. So nothing would be needed in .331 i.e. notmal SIB handling of the applies
LG: Even if UE applies the wlan IDs of the previous cell, the consequence happening until receiving SIB17 is the same as the consequence of ‘not evaluate the traffic steering’.  So we see less need to clarify further.
Nokia Networks> We are fine with this if everyone thinks it is clear in the specification.
Hua: Agree with rapporteur (except that clarification is in 304, not 306).
( No change needed
	-

	
	
	

	
	

	

	ALU.5
	5.2.2.7
	Should category 0 be Category 0? Lower and upper cases are used in different places
	1
	Need to align.

Rap: Adopt lower case (used in legacy cases)
Int> Agree wit Rap. As consequence, correction needs to be made in description of FGI 101
Hua:agree with Rap.
( Change in FGI description
	General CR

	HUA8
	5.2.2.7
	“else” is needed for “
if in RRC_CONNECTED while T311 is not running”, otherwise seems the UE may forward cellIdentity and trackingAreaCode to upper layers even if the cell has been barred via the first condition. 
	2
	1>
if in RRC_IDLE or in RRC_CONNECTED while T311 is running; and
1>
if the UE is a category 0 UE according to 36.306 [5]; and

1>
if category0Allowed is not included in SystemInformationBlockType1:
2>
consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4];

1> else if in RRC_CONNECTED while T311 is not running, and the UE supports multi-band cells as defined by bit 31 in featureGroupIndicators:

2>
disregard the freqBandIndicator and multiBandInfoList, if received, while in RRC_CONNECTED;

2>
forward the cellIdentity to upper layers;

2>
forward the trackingAreaCode to upper layers;

CATT> No need to change, as the two conditions (one with T311 running, and another with T311 not running) will not collide with each other.
Rap2: No change seems needed (as clarified by CATT)
	-

	C.2
	5.2.2.24
	In RAN#88, there are some agreements about RSRQ used for WLAN IWK as the followings:

The wideband RSRQ and/or new RSRQ capable UE shall use wideband RSRQ and or new RSRQ for WLAN RSRQ measurement if wideband RSRQ and/or new RSRQ is enabled by the network.
The UE is not required to measure two types of RSRQ types (Capture as condition that the network provides thresholds of the same type for all applicable measurements)
However ,the UE behavior of receiving parameter thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB-r12, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-r12 and thresholdRSRQ-WB-r12 is missing.

	3
	Add the following text in red:
2> if not configured with the wlan-OffloadDedicated;

3> if UE is capable of wideband RSRQ measurement and the thresholdRSRQ-WB is included in wlan-OffloadConfigCommon:
4> if UE is capable of RSRQ measurement on all OFDM symbols and the thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB is included in wlan-OffloadConfigCommon:
     5> apply the thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB and forward it to upper layers;
4>else

     5> apply the thresholdRSRQ-WB and forward it to upper layers;
3>else if UE is capable of RSRQ measurement on all OFDM symbols and the thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols is included in wlan-OffloadConfigCommon:

      4> apply the thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols and forward it to upper layers;
3>else

     4> apply the thresholdRSRQ and forward it to upper layers;
3> apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN except for the thresholdRSRQ, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols and thresholdRSRQ-WB, and forward it to upper layers;
Rap: For q-QualMin the field description clarifies which RSRQ type the UE applies. Although in this case the UE also forwards the selected threshold to upper layers, it may still be possible to adopt the same approach i.e. not to go into further detail in the procedural specification/ inter-layer interaction

Rap: May be good to have some discussion about the approach, but otherwise separate paper is probably desirable
[CATT> Agree with Rap.
LG:it seems  enough to have the current sentence in the field description, thresholdRSRQ-High (Low) as The UE shall only apply one of threshold values of thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB-Low, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsLow,  thresholdRSRQ-WB-Low and thresholdRSRQ-Low as present in wlan-OffloadConfigCommon and forward this to upper layer. The applied value shall be of the same RSRQ type as the one the UE applies for E-UTRAN
Int> Agree with Rap that this is clarified in the field description. However, the current procedural text is more general and hence does conflict with the field description. It would be good to avoid specifying the conditions in both places. Not yet clear to us the best way to resolve it. 

The proosed text above doesn’t actually address this issue and could still result in the UE having to perform 2 types of RSRQ measurements (i.e. different types for mobility measurements and WLAN offload measurements).
Hua: In fact we intended to avoid the changes to procedure, so in field description, we mentioned that “The UE shall only apply one of threshold values of thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB-High, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsHigh,  thresholdRSRQ-WB-High  and thresholdRSRQ-High as present in wlan-OffloadConfigCommon and forward this to upper layer. The applied value shall be of the same  RSRQ type as the one the UE applies for E-UTRAN.” Do we really need to repeat this in procedure part?
Rap2: Tend to agree with Int that there may be a potential conflict. It would be good to further discuss the best way forward. I suggested that the procedural text is simplified (‘forward the applied RSRQ paramter to upper layers) and that the field descriptions clarify which type the UE applies. It seems some further discussion is desirable, so I suggest a separate paper
	Tdoc, CATT?

	N11
	5.2.2.25    Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType18
	What is SC Period? No definition found anywhere?
	1
	Please add definition what is SC Period.

Rap: Add reference to field (and add SC to abbreviations)
[QC] Fine
ERI: Agree. SC is Sidelink Control
	ProSe CR

	N12
	5.2.2.25    Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType18
	The following text is unclear:

2>
from the next SC period, use the resource pool indicated by commTxPoolNormalCommon and/ or by commTxPoolExceptional for ProSe Direct Communication transmission, as specified in 5.10.4;
In the text copied above, you cannot say “and” because SIB18 description says the normal pool and exceptional pool are mutually exclusive.
	2
	We need to revisit whether this mutually exclusive condition for inclusion of normal and exceptional pool is correct or not.
Rap: Text can be modifed to reflect that the UE uses only one pool e.g. by using or, and changing to ‘whichever is used for ..’
[QC] It seems sufficient to remove “and”.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems appropriate.
Nokia Networks> Using “or” and adding “whichever is used for” sounds reasonable to us.
( Remove the ‘and’ (should be sufficient given the reference)
	ProSe CR

	HUA9
	5.2.2.25
	Seems  commTxPoolNormalCommon and commTxPoolExceptional could be present simultaneously,  however it is not the case according to the field description “E-UTRAN only configures commTxPoolExceptional when it does not configure commTxPoolNormalCommon.”.  Therefore “and ” should be removed,

In addition, seems one of commTxPoolNormalCommon or commTxPoolExceptional must be present. However they are all optional parameters.
	2
	1>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 message includes the commConfig:

2>
from the next SC period, use the resource pool indicated by commRxPool for ProSe Direct Communication reception, as specified in 5.10.3;

2>
from the next SC period, use the resource pool indicated by commTxPoolNormalCommon if present  or by commTxPoolExceptional if present for ProSe Direct Communication transmission, as specified in 5.10.4;
Rap: Should be handled together with N12 (same bullets)’
[QC] It seems sufficient to remove “and” (see N12).
( Covered by N12

	ProSe CR

	N13, ALU.7
	5.2.2.25    Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType18
	The wording on UE actions upon receiving SIB18 could be improved. The following sentence is difficult to comprehend – normally upper layers never configure something that UE is not capable of:

If capable of ProSe Direct Communication that is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication, the UE shall:


	2
	Slight rewording is proposed to make the text more readable:

If UE is capable of ProSe Direct Communication and is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication, the UE shall:

Alternatively, the whole condition could be moved to the procedural text, to be more aligned with the existing SIBs text: 

Upon receiving SystemInformationBlockType17, the UE shall:

1>
If UE is capable of ProSe Direct Communication and is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication:
2> if SystemInformationBlockType18 message includes the commConfig:
…
The rest of the levels could be adjusted in the same way

ALU: If statement in is included in 5.2.2.3 there is no need to indicate UE is capable of Prose communication since reading of SIB 18 will be dependent on 5.2.2.3 (See ALu.6)

Rap: Agree with ALu that this part may actually be removed (as for other SIBs), if in 5.2.2.4 we specify the UE acquires these SIBs if capable and configured by upper layers’ (see N7)
[QC] We agree with ALU. We can rely on either section 5.2.2.3 or 5.2.2.4. Our preference is to capture it in 5.2.2.4 (see N7/Hua7, ALU6).
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems appropriate.
( Reword as suggested
	ProSe CR

	ALU.7
	5.2.2.25
	It is stated that UE reads SIB 18 only if upper layers configured to receive ProSe Communication. Should it also be applied for ‘if upper layers configured to transmit ProSe Communication’ since commConfig also contains commTxPoolNormalCommon.
	2
	In this case, the paragraph can be simplified to the following:

 Upon receiving SystemInformationBlockType18, the UE shall:

1>
if is configured by upper layers to receive or transmit ProSe Direct Communication; and

1> if SystemInformationBlockType18 message includes the commConfig:

2>
from the next SC period, use the resource pool indicated by commRxPool for ProSe Direct Communication reception, as specified in 5.10.3;

2> from the next SC period, use the resource pool indicated by commTxPoolNormalCommon and/ or by commTxPoolExceptional for ProSe Direct Communication transmission, as specified in 5.10.4;
Rap: A general check seems desirable. I.e. the ProSe CR may have assumed that UEs either do Rx or Rx+Tx while it may also be good to cover UEs doing only Tx (e.g. some MTC alike case)
[QC] We could have two paragraphs, one for the UE configured by upper layer to transmit and the other for the UE configured by upper layer to receive. Then the UE configured for both transmission and reception will execute both paragraphs.
ERI: Seems unlikely to set up a ProSe UE to do transmission only, but ok, this can be accepted to cover all possible cases.
( QC suggestion may be included (seems improvement). If other changes are needed to support Tx only case, a separate paper is suggested
	ProSe CR/ TDoc QC?

	ALU.9
	5.2.2.25 and 5.2.2.26
	We think that these are not specific actions performed by the UE beyond the normal reconfiguration done on reception of the SIB.  The are simply description of the parameters and the applicability of the parameters.  We dont’ normally capture these behaviour in the Actions on reception of SIB.   And the descriptions and applicability in the 2 sections can/should be incorporated into the field description and no further action is required in the Sections and the existing generic text used for reception of other SIBs are sufficient
	2
	See our contribution R2-145114 for the changes

Rap> There are several cases where application of received configuration is specified in procedural specification (e.g. modification period, related to SFN, ..). Seems no strong need to change approach (but no concerns either).
[QC] We think these sections covers essential point regarding the timing of applying the ProSe configuration. We would prefer it to be captured in the procedural text than in field description, i.e. keep the current text.
ERI: No strong need to change this as ALU suggests.
( No change (no real need)
	-

	N14, ALU.8
	5.2.2.26    Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType19
	Similar comments as for SIB18 – the current UE actions upon receiving SIB19 could be improved on.
	2
	Same comment as for SIB18 (N13, ALU.7)
ERI: OK
( Reword as suggested for SIB18 (N13, ALU.7)
	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.3
 Connection control

	Sa.6b
	5.3.1.3
	A proper description of the SCG change is missing i.e. that it concerns a sychronous reconfiguration (i.e. involving RA to PSCell), including re-establishment of layer 2, and delta signalling (only). Furthermore, it seems desirable to list use cases that can only be done by SCG change
	1
	Introduce/ elaborate the definition in 5.3.1.3
CATT> Not sure if defining SCG change in 36.331 is useful, as the SCG change is reflected by the RRC signaling (scg-Configuration with mobilityControlInfoSCG) like the legacy HO. Introducing the detailed SCG change procedures would be difficult.
LG: seems beneficial to introduce proper definition of SCG change. 

LG: seems good to list use cases that can only be done by SCG change.
Int> It is fine to add description of the SCG change. However, it looks more appropriate to list use cases in stage-2 description
( Introduce some brief high level description in the descriptive section (alike for handover). Note that the procedural specification already includes a clause with details for SCG change
	General/ DC CR##

	ALU.11
	5.3.1.1
	Should directly use the abbreviation. ‘When not configured with Dual Connectivity (DC) all SCells the UE is configured with, if any, are part of the Master Cell Group (MCG). When configured with DC however, some of the SCells are part of a Secondary Cell Group (SCG).’
	1
	Use DC, MCG and SCG directly:

Should directly use the abbreviation. ‘When not configured with DC all SCells the UE is configured with, if any, are part of the MCG. When configured with DC however, some of the SCells are part of a SCG.’
	General/ DC CR##

	ALU.10
	5.3.1.2
	When performing handover, while dual connectivity continues, both KeNB and S-KeNB are refreshed.
	1
	Suggested rephrasing:

When performing handover, both KeNB and S-KeNB are refreshed if dual connectivity continues after HO,
Rap: Fine to reword, but probably it’s better to state ‘if there SCG-DRBs are still configured after handover’
CATT> Agree with Rap.
LG: Suggest to change: ‘if at least one SCG-DRB is still configured after inter-eNB handover’
( Reword as suggested by Rap (note security refresh applies also for any handover)
	General/ DC CR##

	N16
	5.3.1.3     Connected mode mobility
	The wording for when SCG establishment is done could be improved on:

An SCG can be established by using an RRCConnectionReconfiguration message without the mobilityControlInfo
	1
	Add “only” to the sentence to highlight that adding SCG is not allowed at handover, in contrast to the reconfiguration/release of SCG:

An SCG can only be established by using an RRCConnectionReconfiguration message without the mobilityControlInfo
Rap: Although I am fine to add only, the current formulation is aligned with the legacy sentence for PCell:

For network controlled mobility in RRC_CONNECTED, the PCell can be changed using an RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfo (handover)..

CATT> The change is not needed. Otherwise the legacy HO needs some clarification as well.
LG: Addition of ‘only’ seens to better clarify the proper NW behavior
ERI: We agree with Nokia that the wording could be improved as current sentence can be understood that SCG can be established without mobilityControlInfo but also with mobilitControlInfo (as this is not excluded).
ALu: Good to change, as suggested by Nokia Networks
Nokia Networks> For the PCell case, the sentence is about HO. Since SCG cannot be established at HO, we think the “only” is necessary.
( Add ‘only’ (hoping this does not introduce confusion regarding legacy statements)
	General/ DC CR##

	N17, HUA13
	5.3.1.3    Connected mode mobility
	The wording for intra-/inter-eNB handover with SCG change could be improved on:

Handover involves either SCG release or SCG change. The latter option is only supported in case of intra-eNB handover. In case the UE was configured with dual connectivity, the target eNB indicates in the handover message that the UE shall release the entire SCG configuration.
	1
	Clarify that the release of SCG only applies for inter-eNB handover:

Handover involves either SCG release or SCG change. The latter option is only supported in case of intra-eNB handover. For inter-eNB handover, in case the UE was configured with dual connectivity, the target eNB indicates in the handover message that the UE shall release the entire SCG configuration.

Rap: Change does not seem really needed i.e. the sentence mainly clarifies role of source and target (no confusion seems possible)
CATT> No need ot restrict to the inter-eNB HO, as the eNB can still release SCG in intra-eNB handover,.
LG: The former sentence (Handover involves…) already clarifies what is possible for SCG change. So no need to add “For inter-eNB handover” suggest to change: 

in case the SCG release needs to be performed, the target eNB indicates in the handover message that the UE shall release the entire SCG configuration.
Int> SCG release is also applicable for intra-eNB HO as well inter-eNB HO,  while SCG change is only applicable for inter-eNB HO.  If we want to improve the wording, we can add “for SCG release case” instead of “inter-eNB handover”.  
( No change (seems not needed)
	-

	HUA11
	5.3.1.3
	Upon reestablishment, the UE shall release entire SCG configuration instead of SCG SCell configuration.
	1
	Handover involves either SCG release or SCG change. The latter option is only supported in case of intra-eNB handover. In case the UE was configured with dual connectivity, the target eNB indicates in the handover message that the UE shall release the entire SCG configuration. Upon re-establishment, the UE releases the entire SCG  configuration except for the DRB configuration, while E-UTRAN in the first reconfiguration message following the re-establishment either releases the DRB or reconfigures the DRB to an MCG DRB.
CATT> Agree with Huawei.
Int> Seems ok.
	General/ DC CR##

	HUA12
	5.3.1.3
	Seems, there is other way to change PSCell. However we already agreed that PSCell can only be changed via SCG change.
	1
	The PSCell is only changed using the SCG change procedure.
Rap: Although I am fine to add only, see my remark for N16
CATT> See N16.
LG: Additon of ‘only’ better clarifies NW restriction.
ERI: Also here we agree with Huawei that another option is not excluded.
ALu: If we do the change, suggest using: The PSCell can only be changed using the SCG change procedure
( Add ‘only’
	General/ DC CR##

	MTK7
	5.3.1.3 p4
	The text is not only about single DRB: in the first reconfiguration message following the re-establishment either releases the DRB or reconfigures the DRB to an MCG DRB.
	1
	Proposed update, add plural s’es: in the first reconfiguration message following the re-establishment either releases the DRB(s) or reconfigures the DRB(s) to MCG DRB(s).
CATT> Not sure if the change is needed, as the singular wording means every DRB in general.
( Reword (seems fine)
	General/ DC CR##

	LG.31
(new)
	5.3.1.3
	In case a synchronous SCG reconfiguration is required i.e. including Random Access to the PSCell, E-UTRAN employs the SCG change procedure (i.e. an RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfoSCG). The PSCell can be changed using the SCG change procedure.
We can remove the term - synchronous SCG reconfiguration as the subsequent term already clarifies the meaning. 
	1
	Suggest to change as follows:

In case  SCG reconfiguration involves Random Access to the PSCell, E-UTRAN employs the SCG change procedure (i.e. an RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfoSCG). The PSCell can be changed using the SCG change procedure.
Rap: Seems related to Sa.6b. Seems fine to rework and given other comments it seems good to clarify that there is only one procedure involving RA and L2 reset/ re-establishment
	General/ DC CR##

	N18
	5.3.3
RRC connection establishment ( 5.3.3.2 Initiation
	General logic flow of the procedure text is not OK. 

If we have conditional texts at level 1 and level 2 then there must be some action text specified as level 3 text.
	2
	Maybe the procedure must combine all level 1 conditions together using AND. Similarly all level 2 conditions must be combined through means of AND/OR. Procedure text need to be rewritten.

Rap: There seem to be two ways to model

a) Assume NAS only initiates establishment in these conditions (i.e. NAS is aware about data availability and availability of Tx pool)

b) In specific cases AS does not proceed with the request from NAS (e.g. when If a pool is available)

Given that we agreed not to model details of the interaction, it seems best to adopt model a). Such an approach would mean the note is updated/ changed to indicate that NAS is assumed to initiate connection establishment when communication/ announcement data is ready for transmission while no idle mode Tx pool is avaiable for its transmission
[QC] The rapporteurs suggestion seems reasonable. NAS being aware of availability of tx resource is similar to the current model that NAS requests RRC connection establishment only when RRC connection is not already available.
ERI: The original proposal seems ok. Not sure about the added benefits here.
Nokia Networks> The section is confusing because the first block has no UE actions, just checking upon which conditions UE should do something:

5.3.3.2
Initiation

The UE initiates the procedure when upper layers request establishment of an RRC connection while the UE is in RRC_IDLE. In case connection establishment is requested for ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery, the UE initiates the procedure only in the following cases:
1>
if configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication and related data is available for transmission:

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 is broadcast by the cell on which the UE camps: and

2>
the valid version of SystemInformationBlockType18 does not include commTxPoolNormalCommon;

1>
if configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Discovery announcements:

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType19 is broadcast by the cell on which the UE camps: and

2>
the valid version of SystemInformationBlockType19 does not include discTxPoolCommon;
NOTE:
Although interaction with NAS is left to implementation, the normal model of NAS initiating connection establishment is assumed.
Note that the bolded part is the action that should be executed after the condition: We think that this is fully ProSe-specific, and should be implemented in the ProSe sections, i.e. Prose section calls 5.3.3.2 when the conditions above are fulfilled.  This would make reading the specification more readable. 

As an example, this could be done as follows :

5.10.x
Initiation of Prose Direct Communication/Discovery
The UE initiates the procedure when connection establishment is requested for ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery by upper layers. 

The UE shall:

1>
if configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication and related data is available for transmission:

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 is broadcast by the cell on which the UE camps: and

2>
the valid version of SystemInformationBlockType18 does not include commTxPoolNormalCommon;
3>
initiate connection establishment for ProSe Direct Communication, as specified in 5.3.3.2;
1>
if configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Discovery announcements:

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType19 is broadcast by the cell on which the UE camps: and

2>
the valid version of SystemInformationBlockType19 does not include discTxPoolCommon;
3>
initiate connection establishment for ProSe Direct Discovery, as specified in 5.3.3.2;
NOTE:
Although interaction with NAS is left to implementation, the normal model of NAS initiating connection establishment is assumed.
But we acknowledge this might need a contribution to the meeting.

Rap2: I suggest to replace the bullets by a note (assuming model a) as this is simplest and seems sufficient. Companies that would like different/ more explict statements are suggested to bring further proposals
	ProSe CR/ TDoc NN?

	Sa.7
	5.3.3.2
	If the UE initiates establishment to request Comm Tx resources the condition about SIB19 related condition is not relevant (even if it also performs discovery)
	2
	Seems better to reword to reflect that if initiated for transmission of Comm the condition about SIB18 is relevant, while if initiated for transmission of discovery announcement, the condition about SIB19 is relevant. The statement about ‘has data available’ is better moved to the note

Rap: Can be covered by previous rewording
[QC] Agree we need to solve this issue. It can be covered by the rapporteur’s suggestion for N18, i.e. NAS considers availability of tx reosurce separately for communication and discovery.
ERI: Some rewording could be useful.
( Assume this is covered by N18
	ProSe CR

	N19
	5.3.3
RRC connection establishment ( 5.3.3.2 Initiation 


	For “RRC connection establishment for mobile originating MMTEL voice”, the procedural text written with brackets seems to indicate a guessing around claryfing the condition:

5>
else (SystemInformationBlockType2 does not include ac-BarringForCSFB and the UE supports CS fallback):


	2
	Remove brackets and and include “if” instead “(“

Rap: Hesitant to change, as the text is the same as used in the corresponding legacy bullets
Int> Agree with Rap. We don’t need to touch legacy text.
ALU: change seems useful.  Text in bracket is directly usable as a condition.
Rap2: No change for now. It is noted that the specification includes several similar cases in which clarification is added for if/ else cases. It seems inappropriate to change this for one specific case. If there is a general concern with this kind of construct, a separate contribution is recommended that proposes a general way forward after/ while reviewing the different existing cases.
	-TDoc NN?

	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	

	
	

	

	
	
	

	
	


	

	LG.5
	5.3.3.2/5.3.3.10
	Weird expression ‘use the present/absent access barring parameters’
	2
	Remove ‘present/absent’

Rap: Agree the wording is somewhat strange. A suggestion from my side:

2>
when determining whether the access to the cell is barred as specified in the remainder of this procedure, use the selected AC-BarringPerPLMN entry (i.e. presence as well as absence of access barring parameters in this entry), irrespective of the common access barring parameters included in SystemInformationBlockType2;
Int> We are fine with Rap’s suggestion.
Hua: we also think it is weird. The above enhancement could be further enhanced as follow:

2>
when determining whether the access to the cell is barred as specified in the remainder of this procedure, use the selected AC-BarringPerPLMN entry (i.e. presence or absence of access barring parameters in this entry), irrespective of the common access barring parameters included in SystemInformationBlockType2;
( Rephrase as indicated by Hua
	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	

	Sa.9
	5.3.3.2
	Wording of the bullet on SMS is somewhat ambignous as it includes ‘or’ and ‘and’
	1
	Remove or i.e. change to ‘for mobile originating SMSoIP/ SMS’
Hua:what’s the real problem?’
Rap2: Agree that in this case there should not really be any confusion, but in general we should avoid using a structure like: A or B and C as it is not clear if this means 1: (A or B) and C or 2: A or (B and C)
	General CR

	ALU.12
	5.3.3.2
	Add ‘ProSe’ to the before the ‘Direct Communication’ in the following sentence:

‘1>
if configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication and related data is available for transmission:’

Likewise on the sentence for Direct Discovery
	1
	Editorial
ERI: Agree to the change.
	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	MTK8
	5.3.3.4
	Condition on configuration is missing in current text: 

2>
if the UE supports mobility state reporting, include the mobilityState and set it to the mobility state (as specified in TS 36.304 [4]) of the UE just prior to entering RRC_CONNECTED state;
	2
	Proposed updated text:

2>
if the UE supports mobility state reporting, and if mobility state parameters are configured, include the mobilityState and set it to the mobility state (as specified in TS 36.304 [4]) of the UE just prior to entering RRC_CONNECTED state;
LG: Agree with the intention of the proposed change. As an alternatige change, I suggest to add ‘if available’  for the mobilityState
Hua: the changes are ok.
ALu: Do not agree with the proposed change.  UE always has a mobility state of “normal” even if the mobility state parameters are not configured
Rap2: No change (does not seem needed as commented by ALu)
	-

	ERI-11
	5.3.5.3

5.3.5.4

5.3.7.2

5.3.10.10
	If the subclause 5.3.10.3a maintains its original name as proposed as a solution to issue 4 the reference to 5.3.10.3a2 should be corrected.
	1
	Change the reference to subclause 5.3.10.3a2 to 5.3.10.3a.
2>
perform SCell release as specified in 5.3.10.3a2;
Rap2: No change needed (correct in official specification)
	-

	ERI-132 (new)
	5.3.5.3
	The text

1>
if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes the proseDiscConfig or proseCommConfig:

2>
perform the ProSe dedicated configuration procedure as specified in 5.3.10.x;
Does not mention the inclusion of proseSyncConfig.
	2
	Suggest adding proseSyncConfig to the procedural description.

1>
if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes the proseDiscConfig, proseCommConfig, or proseSyncConfig:

2>
perform the ProSe dedicated configuration procedure as specified in 5.3.10.x;
See also ERI-133
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	HUA14, ALU.13
	5.3.5.4
	scg-Configuration shall be italic. 
	1
	1>
if the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes the scg-Configuration; or
1>
if the current UE configuration includes one or more split DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:
2>
perform SCG reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.10;
	General/ DC CR##

	C.26 (new)
	5.3.5.4
	The coventional procedure description in the 5.3.5.4 uses the terms of target/source PCell, while the newly added procedure descreption for MBSM and ProSe uses the term of PCell. It’s not clear which PCell it is, the target PCell or the source PCell.
	1
	Use the target PCell instead of the PCell as following:

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType15 is broadcast by the target PCell:

3>
if the UE has transmitted a MBMSInterestIndication message during the last 1 second preceding reception of the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including mobilityControlInfo:

4>
ensure having a valid version of SystemInformationBlockType15 for the  target PCell;
4>
determine the set of MBMS frequencies of interest in accordance with 5.8.5.3;

4>
initiate transmission of the MBMSInterestIndication message in accordance with 5.8.5.4;

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 is broadcast by the target PCell; and the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including commRxInterestedFreq and/ or commTxResourceReq during the last 1 second preceding reception of the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including mobilityControlInfo; or

2>
if SystemInformationBlockType19 is broadcast by the target PCell; and the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including discRxInterest and/ or discTxResourceReq during the last 1 second preceding reception of the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including mobilityControlInfo:

Rap2: Although correct, the first change concerns REL-11 and should be handled seperately
	ProSe CR

	C.27 (new)
	5.3.5.4
	The 5.10.2.2 describes the initiation of ProseUEinformation transmission. The transmission is already initiated in this procedure. 

More importantly, this procedure doesn’t meet the transmission conditions in 5.10.2.2. The UE wouldn’t transmit the ProseUEinformation, according to 5.10.2.2.  
	2
	The reference should be 5.10.2.3, which describes the actions related to ProseUEinformation transmission.

3>
initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message in accordance with 5.10.2.3;
Rap2: Comment seems valid i.e. no need to evaluate initiation conditions (and proposed change aligns with MBMS)
	ProSe CR

	LG.29
(new)
	5,3.5.4
	1>
configure lower layers to consider the SCell(s), if configured, to be in deactivated state;

PSCell shall not be considered deactivated
	2
	 Add the highlighted:

1>
configure lower layers to consider the SCell(s) other than PSCell, if configured, to be in deactivated state;


	General/DC CR

	ERI-3, HUA15, INT6
	5.3.5.7
	Unfortunately, the subclause number 5.3.5.7 has already been used before (e.g. at least in v9.1.0) with the name “Promixity indication configuration” and then voided later on. It is generally desirable to avoid re-use of an existing, redundant, clause i.e. one which had previously  been used but has subsequently been voided (see TR 21.801 subclause 5.3 Consistency among Releases).
	1
	The subclause 5.3.5.7 should remain voided and a new subclause for "T307 expity (SCG change failure)” should be created, e.g. in 5.3.5.9 immediately after subclause  5.3.5.8. All references to 5.3.5.7 should be changed to 5.3.5.9. See also issue ERI-14 in 5.6.x.2

5.3.5.7
Void

5.3.5.79
T307 expiry (SCG change failure)

The UE shall:

1>
if T307 expires:

NOTE 1:
Following T307 expiry any dedicated preamble, if provided within the rach-ConfigDedicatedSCG, is not available for use by the UE anymore.

2>
initiate the UE failure indication procedure as specified in 5.6.x to report SCG change failure;
Int> CR is not needed as this has been fixed in v12.4.0 by adding the new subclause as 5.3.5.7a
( No change (already correct in official version)
	-

	N20, HUA16
	5.3.5.7
	T307 expiry could happen for SCG establishment;

Procedure part, use correct section name in 5.6
	2
	5.3.5.7
T307 expiry (SCG establishment/ change failure)

The UE shall:

1>
if T307 expires:

NOTE 1:
Following T307 expiry any dedicated preamble, if provided within the rach-ConfigDedicatedSCG, is not available for use by the UE anymore.

2>
initiate the SCG  failure information procedure as specified in 5.6.x to report SCG establishment/ change failure;
Rap: Regarding first change (title), I prefer to use SCG change to refer to the procedure, meaning it covers all possible use cases.Relates to Sa.3
LG: Agree to add SCG establishment case  in the title
Hua: see our comments on Sa.4.
	 (Cover by Sa.3)

	ERI-4
	5.3.7.2
	Reference to subclause 5.3.10.3a is changed to 5.3.10.3a2 because the subclause 5.3.10.3a numbering is changed. This has probably happened because new subclauses has been added but generally the insertion of new subclauses should not disturb the existing number scheme (see TR 21.801 subclause 5.2.1A General numbering issues).
	1
	Maintain the subclause reference as 5.3.10.3a and resolve the insertion of new subclauses wihtout distrubing the existing numering scheme. See also issue ERI-6 in 5.3.10.3a and issue ERI-5 in 5.3.10.3a1.

1>
release the SCell(s), if configured, in accordance with 5.3.10.3a2;

Rap2: No change needed (correct in official specification, see ERI-11)
	-

	HUA17
	5.3.7.2
	“if configured” is missing
	1
	1>
release the entire SCG configuration except for the DRB configuration (as configured by drb-ToAddModListSCG) , if configured;
CATT> No strong view. Our understanding is that SCG configuration cannot exist if no DRB is added in the SeNB. Then “as configured by drb-ToAddModListSCG” could also reflect that the SCG configuraiton is configured.
Rap2: Place ‘if configured’ directly following ‘entire SCG configuration’
	General/ DC CR##

	HUA18
	5.3.7.2
	Seems the UE will perform “release SCell of SeNB twice”;

1>
if the release is triggered by RRC connection re-establishment:

2>
release all SCells that are part of the current UE configuration;
5.3.7.2
Initiation

1>
release the SCell(s), if configured, in accordance with 5.3.10.3a2;
1>
apply the default physical channel configuration as specified in 9.2.4;

1>
apply the default semi-persistent scheduling configuration as specified in 9.2.3;

1>
apply the default MAC main configuration as specified in 9.2.2;

1>
release powerPrefIndicationConfig, if configured and stop timer T340, if running;

1>
release reportProximityConfig and clear any associated proximity status reporting timer;

1>
release obtainLocationConfig, if configured;

1>
release idc-Config, if configured;

1>
release measSubframePatternPCell, if configured;

1>
release the entire SCG configuration except for the DRB configuration (as configured by drb-ToAddModListSCG);
	2
	No strong opinion how to solve this problem.
Rap: This does not seem to be a real problem. If we want to address, there seem to be two main options:

a) We could add MCG to the bullet on release of SCell(s). We could do something similar for other bullets e.g. switch to default only for MCG MAC main configuration.
b) Alternative would be to move SCG release to the top 

CATT> We prefer Option a) to have the first SCell release only used for MCG.
LG: Prefer Rap’s option b)
Hua:We would prefer a).
ALu: Slight preference for a)
( Add MCG to bullet on release of SCells
	General/ DC CR##

	LG.7
	5.3.10.3
	Replace ‘radioResourceConfiguration’ by ‘RRCConnectionReconfiguration

(Though during 85bis meeting, it was commented that Intel and NSN think given this is a note from Rel-8 this does not need to be change, this review is a chance to change the wrong name??)
	1
	NOTE:
Removal and addition of the same drb-Identity in single RRCConnectionReconfiguration radioResourceConfiguration is not supported.
Rap: Proposal is to stick to the general approach of not touching legacy text as part of this review (i.e. out of scope)
	-

	ERI-5
	5.3.10.3a
	The subclause 5.3.10.3a numbering is changed  to 5.3.10.3a2 but the subclause 5.3.10.3a already exists in a frozen specification. This has probably happened because new subclauses has been added but generally the insertion of new subclauses should not disturb the existing number scheme (see TR 21.801 subclause 5.2.1A General numbering issues). If there is a reference to subclause 5.3.10.3a somewhere e.g. outside of 3GPP, the reference becomes incorrect if the name is changed, i.e. there will be a reference to a subclause that does not exist anymore.
	1
	Maintain the naming of subclause 5.3.10.3a as is, i.e. do not rename it to 5.3.10.3a2 and align all references to the subclause accordingly. See also issue ERI-6 in 5.3.10.3a1.

5.3.10.3a2 
SCell release

Rap2: No change needed (correct in official specification)
	-

	ERI-6
	5.3.10.3a1
	If the intention is to place this procedure before the already existing subclause 5.3.10.3a, the procedure needs to be renamed to something that appears before 5.3.10.3a and without disturbing the existing numbering scheme (see TR 21.801 subclause 5.2.1A General numbering issues).
	1
	Rename the procedure  5.3.10.3a1 to 5.3.10.3aa so that it appears before 5.3.10.3a. See also issue ERI-4 in 5.3.10.3a.

5.3.10.3aa1
 DC specific DRB addition or reconfiguration

For the drb-Identity value for which this procedure is initiated, the UE shall:
Rap2: No change for now (in official spec a1 is placed before a, but b1 is placed after b)
	-

	HUA19
	5.3.10.3a1
	 make it clear, we prefer to add “DC specific” in front of DRB establishment

1>
if drb-ToAddModListSCG is received and includes the drb-Identity value; and drb-Identity value is not part of the current UE configuration (DRB establishment):
	1
	1>
if drb-ToAddModListSCG is received and includes the drb-Identity value; and drb-Identity value is not part of the current UE configuration (DC specific DRB establishment):
1>
else (DC specific DRB modification; drb-ToAddModList and/ or drb-ToAddModListSCG received):

	General/ DC CR

	N21, HUA20
	5.3.10.3a1 DC specific DRB addition or reconfiguration
	SCG DRB addition is missing the indication that the fields are SCG fields:

3> establish an SCG RLC entity and an SCG DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig included in drb-ToAddModListSCG;


	1
	Add “SCG” to the configuration names in procedural text:

3> establish an SCG RLC entity and an SCG DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-ConfigSCG and logicalChannelConfigSCG included in drb-ToAddModListSCG;

Rap: We need to align, but one could wonder if the subfield also needs SCG suffix (should already be clear by in drb-ToAddModListSCG). If we maintain suffix, we actually don’t really need to refer to this parent..
CATT> We prefer to add the suffix, as the reference should normally refer to the exact field. The parent field can be removed.
Nokia Networks> This comment was made just to be consistent in the text. Normally we try to use the exact field names.
Hua:we prefer just update the procedure part, add SCG.
ALu: referring to the parent seemed nice but no strong view
( Just add SCG
	General/ DC CR

	HUA21
	5.3.10.3a1
	“the” is missing

Same changes should be done for section 5.10.10.10
	1
	1>
else (DRB modification; drb-ToAddModList and/ or drb-ToAddModListSCG received):
2>
if the DRB indicated by the drb-Identity is a split DRB:
…
2>
if the DRB indicated by the drb-Identity is an SCG DRB:
…
2>
if the DRB indicated by the drb-Identity is an MCG DRB:

Rap: Seems not really needed (matter of taste)
CATT> The italic front of a field already refers to the specific field.
Hua: Certainly not essential but in existing text, "the" is used before drb-Identity.
( No change for now (this kind of wording is used more often, and also in 5.3.10.3a and 5.10.10.10)
	-

	HUA22
	5.3.10.3a2
	Scell release for SCG cannot be performed.

1>
if the release is triggered by reception of the sCellToReleaseList:


	1
	1>
if the release is triggered by reception of the sCellToReleaseList and/or the sCellToReleaseListSCG:

CATT> Agree with Huawei
( Change as suggested (but withhout ‘and/’).
	General/ DC CR

	ERI-7
	5.3.10.3b
	Why the word "received" is deleted from the procedure even though the text is already in the Rel-11 specification?
	2
	Check the rationale behind the deleted text, i.e. is this accidental or intentional? Restore the deleted text in the procedure if possible. See also issue ERI-8 in 5.3.10.3b2

Rap: Change was done as we generally talk about received field or field included in (but not received field included in). No strong opinion..
ALu: OK either way
( No change for now (if there are still concerns, we could change to ‘included in the received sCellToAddModList or sCellToAddModListSCG)
	-

	ERI-8
	5.3.10.3b2
	Why the word "received" is deleted from the procedure even though the text is already in the Rel-11 specification? 
	2
	Check the rationale behind the deleted text, i.e. is this accidental or intentional? Restore the deleted text in the procedure if possible. See also issue ERI-7 in 5.3.10.3b.
( No change for now (see ERI-7)
	-

	ERI-9
	5.3.10.3b2
	The subclause 5.3.10.3b2 is placed between 5.3.10.3b and 5.3.10.4 by naming it as 5.3.10.3b2. This may create long and complicated subclause numbering if yet another subclause is needed between 5.3.10.3b2 and 5.3.10.3b. Furthermore, there is currently no 5.3.10.3c which would be a shorter and equally valid alphanumeric subclause numbering.
	1
	Rename the subclause from 5.3.10.3b2 to 5.3.10.3c and align all references to the subclause accordingly. See also issue ERI-10 in 5.3.10.10.

5.3.10.3cb2
PSCell reconfiguration


	General/ DC CR

	LG.30 (new)
	5.3.10.3b2
	5.3.10.3b2
PSCell reconfiguration
Is it better to apply the same wording as for SCell - in section 5.3.10.3a1, the title is ‘SCell addition/modification’

	1
	 Suggest to change title of the 5.3.10.3b2 to PSCell addition/modification
	General/ DC CR

	HUA23, ALU.14
	5.3.10.4
	2>
reconfigure the SCG MAC main configuration as specified in the following i.e. assuming it concerns the SCG MAC whenever MAC Main configuration is referenced and that it is based on the received mac-MainConfigSCG instead of mac-MainConfig:
‘MAC Main’ should be ‘MAC main’
	1
	Editorial

MAC main configuration
	General/ DC CR

	ERI-10
	5.3.10.10
	If the subclause 5.3.10.3b2 is renamed to 5.3.10.3c as proposed as a solution to issue 8 the reference to 5.3.10.3b2 should be corrected accordingly.
	1
	Change the reference to subclause 5.3.10.3b2 to 5.3.10.3c.
3>
perform PSCell reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3cb2;


	General/ DC CR

	ERI-12
	5.3.10.11

5.3.10.12
	If the subclause 5.3.10.3a1 is renamed to 5.3.10.3aa as proposed as a solution to the issue 5, the reference to 5.3.10.3a1 should be corrected accordingly.
	1
	Change the reference to sublause 5.3.10.3a1 to 5.3.10.3aa.

2>
for each drb-Identity value included in the drb-ToAddModListSCG perform the DC specific DRB addition or reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3aa1
3>
perform the DC specific DRB addition or reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3a a1;
( No change for now
	General/ DC CR

	N22, Sa.11
	5.3.10.10
SCG reconfiguration

	The procedural text uses incorrect name for the IE containing the PSCell configuration:

2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the pSCell:


	1
	Correct the IE name to psCellToAddMod:

2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the psCellToAddMod:

	General/ DC CR

	N23
	5.3.10.10
SCG reconfiguration
	The procedural text uses “if the received scg-Configuration includes the…” in multiple places. However, for many fields, the actual information is inside scg-ConfigPartSCG instead.
	2
	Consider whether we need to update the references to indicate “if the received scg-ConfigPartSCG includes the…”
Rap: Both seem correct but when changing the specfication becomes more precise. May be done
ALu: current text seems OK. No strong view
( Change as suggested
	General/ DC CR

	N24
	5.3.10.10
SCG reconfiguration

	The SCG SCells are added before the PSCell – is there a reason for that? Should we rather reverse the order, as the PSCell is always there but other SCells might not be?
	2
	We assume that PSCell needs to be established before any SCG SCell (especially for the initial setup). Is there a reason to add SCells before PSCell?

Rap: Not aware of any particular reason. Fine to change order
LG: Agree with changing order.
	General/ DC CR

	HUA24
	5.3.10.10
	Seems for the case the received scg-Configuration includes the radioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG and current UE configuration includes one or more split or SCG DRBs, and includes drb-toaddmodelist, the UE will perform both 5.3.10.11 and 5.3.10.12, althouth the UE will not perform 5.3.10.3a1 twice.
2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the radioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG:

3>
reconfigure the dedicated radio resource configuration for the SCG as specified in 5.3.10.11;

2>
if the current UE configuration includes one or more split or SCG DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:

3>
reconfigure the SCG or split DRB by drb-ToAddModList as specified in 5.3.10.12;
	2
	

2>
if the current UE configuration includes one or more split or SCG DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList and:

2>
if the corresponding drb-Identity value is not included in the received drb-ToAddModListSCG (reconfigure split, split to MCG or SCG to MCG):
3>
reconfigure the SCG or split DRB by drb-ToAddModList as specified in 5.3.10.12;
2>else if the received scg-Configuration includes the radioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG:

3>
reconfigure the dedicated radio resource configuration for the SCG as specified in 5.3.10.11;

Rap: The else (yellow highlight) does not seem correct i.e. in some cases both 5.3.10.11 and 5.3.10.12 need to be performed. The other proposed change (i.e. the additional check highlighted green) is not really correct, as the per DRB loop is only part of the next level i.e. covered in 5.3.10.12 
CATT> Agree with Rap, as the network may need to add new DRB and reconfigure existing DRB at the same time. Not sure if the current order has any real problem.
Int> We agree with Rap. In addition, there may be the case where both SCG MAC main reconfiguration and 5.3.10.12 are received in one scg-Configuration. The proposed change seems not possible to support it.
( No change
	-

	HUA25
	5.3.10.10
	Wrong name.
	1
	2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the scg-Counter (SCG establishment/ change):

3>
update the S-KeNB key based on the KeNB key, using the received scg-Counter value , as specified in TS 33.401 [32];
3>
derive the KUPenc key associated with the cipheringAlgorithmSCG included in the received scg-ConfigPartSCG, as specified in TS 33.401 [32];

3>
configure lower layers to apply the ciphering algorithm and the KUPenc key;
	General/ DC CR

	HUA26
	5.3.10.10
	In the section 5.3.10.10, the DRB reconfiguration in 5.3.10.3a1 is performed before security configuration.

2>
else (add SCG DRB):
3>
establish a PDCP entity and configure it with the current SCG security configuration and in accordance with the pdcp-Config included in drb-ToAddModListSCG;

	2
	Move the procedure on security part before the DRB part;

1>
else:

2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the scg-Counter (SCG establishment/ change):

3>
update the S-KeNB key based on the KeNB key, using the received scg-Counter value , as specified in TS 33.401 [32];
3>
derive the KUPenc key associated with the cipheringAlgorithmSCG included in the received SCG-ConfigurationSCG, as specified in TS 33.401 [32];

3>
configure lower layers to apply the ciphering algorithm and the KUPenc key;
2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the radioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG:

3>
reconfigure the dedicated radio resource configuration for the SCG as specified in 5.3.10.11;

2>
if the current UE configuration includes one or more split or SCG DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:

3>
reconfigure the SCG or split DRB by drb-ToAddModList as specified in 5.3.10.12;




Rap: Not sure why the order should be changes, as it is the same as upon HO, see extract below
1>
if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes the radioResourceConfigDedicated:

2>
perform the radio resource configuration procedure as specified in 5.3.10;

1>
if the keyChangeIndicator received in the securityConfigHO is set to TRUE:

2>
update the KeNB key based on the KASME key taken into use with the latest successful NAS SMC procedure, as specified in TS 33.401 [32];

1>
else:

2>
update the KeNB key based on the current KeNB or the NH, using the nextHopChainingCount value indicated in the securityConfigHO, as specified in TS 33.401 [32];

CATT> The current order has no problem, as the UE can have the PDCP entity established before implementing the security configuration in the PDCP entity.
Hua: HO is more like SCG change case. For SCG establishment case, there is no any previous security configuration, how can the PDCP to configure the security? Seems it conflicts with what we  specified in 5.1.2,

” 1>
within a sub-clause execute the steps according to the order specified in the procedural description;”

ALu: agree with rapporteur – since it does not seem to make a big difference, follow the current order
Rap2: Hua seems to have a valid point i.e. for initial establishment we can not use the current SCG configuration before the UE has processed the security related fields. Propose to change the order as suggested
	General/ DC CR##

	HUA27
	5.3.10.10
	In 5.3.10.10 (see below), there is already SCG establishment/ change in one "if" statement but t307 in only started in another "if" statement with SCG change, so it seems t307 is not started for SCG establishment.
"establishment" should be added after SCG change fot T307 start part. 

	2
	5.3.10.10       SCG reconfiguration

The UE shall:
1>  if the received scg-Configuration is set to release or includes the mobilityControlInfoSCG (SCG release/ change):

…

1>  if the received scg-Configuration is set to release:

…

1>  else:

…

2>  if the received scg-Configuration includes the scg-Counter (SCG establishment/ change):

3>  update the S-KeNB key based on the KeNB key, using the received scg-Counter value , as specified in TS 33.401 [32];

3>  derive the KUPenc key associated with the cipheringAlgorithmSCG included in the received SCG-ConfigurationSCG, as specified in TS 33.401 [32];

3>  configure lower layers to apply the ciphering algorithm and the KUPenc key;

…

2>  if the received scg-Configuration includes the mobilityControlInfoSCG (SCG establishment/ change):

3> resume all SCG DRBs and resume SCG transmission for split DRBs, if suspended;

3>  stop timer T313, if running;

3>  start timer T307 with the timer value set to t307, as included in the mobilityControlInfoSCG;

3>  start synchronising to the DL of the target PSCell;

Rap: I prefer to use SCG change to refer to the procedure, meaning it covers all possible use cases. Accordingly, I would prefer to remove establishment in the other case.Relates to Sa.3
CATT> Agree with Huawei.
LG: our understanding is that either way (current order or changed order) works fine. So fine to stick to current order.
Int> We prefer to add “establishment” to be consistent in overall RRC spec. Looking at field descriptions, there are many places distinguishing establishemnet and change.
Hua.see our comments on Sa.4. We prefer to make it clear.
Rap2> We should be consistent. Proposal is to use term SCG change for the name of the procedure while SCG addition and SCG modification are used for the scenarios using this procedure (see Sa.3)
	(cover by Sa.3)

	HUA28
	5.3.10.10
	It is not so clear whether the RACH access procedure on PCell can triger to finish this procedure.
	1
	3>
the procedure ends, except that the following actions are performed when MAC successfully completes the random access procedure on PSCell:

CATT> Agree with Huawei.
LG: agree with the change with adding‘the’, i.e. ‘on the PSCell)
( Change as suggested
	General/ DC CR

	MTK14
	5.3.10.10
	The following Note is misleading, because the situation is not different than for current handover (and there is no note for that)

NOTE 1:
The UE is not required to determine the SFN of the target PSCell by acquiring system information from that cell before performing RACH access in the target PSCell.
	3
	Remove the note, and make a CR to TS 36.211, ch 5.7.1

Proposed updated text in 36.211:

“For PRACH configurations 0, 1, 2, 15, 16, 17, 18, 31, 32, 33, 34, 47, 48, 49, 50 and 63 the UE may for handover and Secondary Cell Group (SCG) reconfiguration purposes assume an absolute value of the relative time difference between radio frame 
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 in the current cell and the target cell of less than 
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Rap: No change seems needed i.e. for HO there is a similar note, i.e. at the end of 5.3.5.4
CATT> Agree with Rap, and another Note for HO can be found in 5.4.2.3.
Hua:agree with Rap, we also prefer to keep the Note
( No change
	-

	N25
	5.3.10.x  Prose dedicated configuration
	Section name still contains “x”.

The procedural description is confusing wrt. release of the configuration:

2>
else if commTxResources is included (release):

2>
else if discTxResources is included (release):

	1
	Normally such conditions should be written as 
“2>
else if commTxResources is included and set to release”.

“2>
else if discTxResources is included and set to release”,
[QC] The suggestion above looks good.
ERI: Agree to the change
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	ERI-133 (new)
	5.3.10.x Prose dedicated configuration
	The procedural description does not mention actions related to reception of proseSyncConfig.
	2
	Consider adding such actions, i.e., a reference to section 5.10.7. Maybe something like

1>
if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes the proseDiscConfig:
2>
perform actions related to Direct Synchronisation, as specified in section 5.10.7.
See also ERI-132.
Rap2> No change seems really needed i.e. syncSourceControl is the only dedicated sync configuration field and for this field no procedural specification seems needed i.e. all is clear from ASN.1 & field description
	-?

	N26, HUA29, MTK16
	5.3.11.3
	The “SCG Failure Information” should be used instead of “UE failure indication”:
initiate the UE failure indication procedure as specified in 5.6.x to report SCG radio link failure;
	1
	The UE shall:

1>
upon T313 expiry; or

1>
upon random access problem indication from SCG MAC while T307 is not running; or

1>
upon indication from SCG RLC that the maximum number of retransmissions has been reached for an SCG or split DRB:

2>
consider radio link failure to be detected for the SCG i.e. SCG-RLF;

2>
initiate the SCG failure information procedure as specified in 5.6.x to report SCG radio link failure;
LG: Agree with the change
	General/ DC CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.4
 Inter-RAT mobility

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.5
 Measurements

	LG.8
	5.5.2.5
	Addition of ‘s’
	1
	5>
set other fields of the measDS-Config within the VarMeasConfig to the value of the received fields;
	General CR

	ERI-13
	5.5.2.10
	In this subclause there is a note that uses verbal expression "should" but "should" is intended to be used as a verbal expression for provisions in normative text (see TR 21.801 normative Annex E verbal forms for the expression of provisions). Notes that are integrated in the text are only informative and they shall not contain provisons to which it is necessary to confirm (see TR 21.801 subclause 6.5.1 Notes and examples integrated in the text). The note maybe misunderstood as normative text.
	2
	Reformulate  "The UE should not assume ..." e.g. 
NOTE:
The UE should It is beneficial for the UE not to assume discovery signals transmission from cells on the concerned frequency in subframes outside the DMTC occasion
Rap: Not sure about the proposed change. We have several UE should’s in notes, but also in normative text. Before changing an individual case, it would be good to agree which formulation to use for recommending a particular UE behaviour. Possible options seem to be:

a) ‘The UE should bla bla’ in normative text (procedural specfiication or field descriptions)

b) A note including ‘The recommended UE behaviour is bla bla’

CATT> According to 31.801, NOTE itself is already restricted to provide additional information rather than provisions. It does not matter if any verbal expression is used. 
LG: our understanding is that UE should not attempt to measure discovery signals outside DMTC as otherwise the measurement results would be biased. Then it is reasonable to have normative text (should or shall)  than having a Note.
ERI: This could be discussed. In general, recommendations seem to fit best in the normative text,
Hua: RAN2 shall decide a unified way first, other than change this special case.

We do not see problem here. “Should” is not mandatory behavior for the UE.
Rap2> Suggest to introduce no changes now. If companies want to a) generally avoid should in notes from REL-12 or b) specify a real UE requirement (shall), a separate paper is recommended
	-, TDoc Eri/ LG?

	ALU.15
	5.5.3.1
	5>
else:
6>
perform the corresponding measurements of neighbouring cells on the frequencies and RATs indicated in the concerned measObject as follows:
	1
	6> should be B6 (currently B5).
Hua:This problem caused by the implementation of merging the CR  (the original CR is correct).
( No change (correct in official version)
	-

	ALU.16
	5.5.3.1
	3>
if the UE does not require measurement gaps to perform the concerned measurements:

4>
if s-Measure is not configured; or

4>
if s-Measure is configured and the PCell RSRP, after layer 3 filtering, is lower than this value;

4>
if measDS-Config is configured in the associated measObject:

	2
	Something seems to be wrong with the third 4>.  It should be either level 5> or there should be an  “and” at the previous 4>.

Rap: Maybe an ‘or’ is missing?
CATT> Agree with Rap, add an ‘or’.
LG: Agree with ALU and Rap.
Hua:This problem caused by the implementation of merging the CR  (“or” is in the original CR).
( No change (correct in official version)
	-

	ALU.17
	5.5.4.1
	2>
else:

3>
if the corresponding measObject concerns E-UTRA:

4>
if the ue-RxTxTimeDiffPeriodical is configured in the corresponding reportConfig:

5>
consider only the PCell to be applicable;
4>
else if the eventA1 or eventA2 is configured in the corresponding reportConfig:

5>
consider only the serving cell to be applicable;
4>
else if the eventId in the corresponding reportConfig is set to eventC1 or eventC2, or if reportStrongestCSI-RSs is included in the corresponding reportConfig:
5>
consider a CSI-RS resource on the associated frequency to be applicable when the concerned CSI-RS resource is included in the measCSI-RS-ToAddModList defined within the VarMeasConfig for this measId;
	1
	This is to align with the existing procedure text

4>
else if eventC1 or eventC2 is configured  in the corresponding reportConfig, or if reportStrongestCSI-RSs is included in the corresponding reportConfig:
LG: ALU suggestion seems good
( Change as suggested

	General CR

	LG.9
	4.2.2, 5.5.6.2, 
	Wrong spelling
	1
	dependant ( dependent
Rap> No change (concerns legacy text i.e. outside the scope)
	-

	LG.10
	5.5.5
	Editorial change (wrong spelling, changing to lower case, changing to italic)
	1
	7>
if the cell is a CSG member cell, determine the subset of the PLMN identities, starting from the second entry of PLMN iIdentities in the broadcast information, that meet the following conditions:

a)
equal to the RPLMN or an EPLMN; and

b)
the CSG whitelist of the UE includes an entry comprising of the concerned PLMN identity and the CSG IDidentity broadcast by the cell;

7>
if the subset of PLMN identities determined according to the previous includes at least one PLMN identity, include the plmn-IdentityList and set it to include this subset of the PLMN identities;

7>
if the cell is a CSG member cell, include the primaryPLMN-Suitable if the primary PLMN meets conditions a) and b) specified above;


	General CR

	HUA30
	5.5.2.10
	Wording; T shall be italic.
	1
	The UE shall setup the discovery signals measurement timing configuration (DMTC) in accordance with the received dmtc-PeriodOffset, i.e., the first subframe of each DMTC occasion occurs at an SFN and subframe of the PCell meeting the following condition:

SFN mod T = FLOOR(dmtc-Offset/10);

subframe = dmtc-Offset mod 10;

with T = dmtc-Periodicity/10;

	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.6
 Other

	Sa.15
	5.6.5.3
	Reword setting of mobilityHistoryReport fields
	1
	I.e. add ‘set’ (in 2nd bullet)
LG: Agree
	General CR

	Sa.16
	5.3.5.6, 5.3.11.3
	There is no procedural specification for lastServCellRSRQ-Type and of 
rsrqType in MeasResult2EUTRA-v12xy. Same applies for handover and for connection establishment failure
	1
	Although maybe obvious, this is so far provided for all fields. The specification could be such that in case UE indicates allSymbols and WB, it shall signal something (relates to encoding of RSRQ-Type)
LG: Seems good to have some procedural text for this.
Hua: in our understanding, the description in procedure part is to avoid ambiguous. Not so sure if it is the case for RSRQ-Type. Isnot tht clear enough in description of RSRQ-Type?
	General CR

	LG.11
	5.6.3
	‘if’ is missing 
	1
	3>
if the UECapabilityEnquiry message includes requestedFrequencyBands and UE supports requestedFrequencyBands:
…
-
if the UE supports TM10 with one or more CSI processes;
3>
else
…
-
if the UE supports TM10 with one or more CSI processes;
	General CR

	N27
	5.6.8

Measurements logging ( 5.6.8.1    General
	It is not clear what “available” means here:

“perform logging at regular time intervals as defined by the loggingInterval in VarLogMeasConfig, but only for those intervals for which MBSFN measurement results are available”. 

NOTE that MBSFN measurement results include RSRP/RSRQ +BLER. For BLER, availability seems to be clear (i.e. if at least one block is received it is available) but for RSRP/RSRQ availability is defined in 36.133 by saying 

“The MBSFN RSRP measurement period is defined as the maximum between [640] ms and the period during which the UE decodes [5, Section 10] 5 subframes containing PMCH transmissions.” (R4-147872). 

NOTE: related to N43!
	3
	Needs discussion how to resolve this. Our proposal is to make MBSFN RSRP/RSRQ optional present and refer to 36.133 about availability e.g. in following way by modifying bullet to: 

perform logging at regular time intervals as defined by the loggingInterval in VarLogMeasConfig, but only for those intervals for which MBSFN measurement results are available i.e. at least one TB is received for MCH BLER measurement or sufficient amount of subframes measured for MBSFN RSRP or MBSFN RSRQ measurement as defined in [36.133]. 

Rap: Wasn’t this issue already discussed during the RAN2#87b meeting, and proposing to change what was concluded then. If so and there is a desire to change, a separate contribution to RAN2#88 seems appropriate 

CATT> Agree with NN. According to the curren ASN.1,the ”available MBSFN measurement” means all MBSFN measurements including RSRP/RSRQ/BLER have to be available. We perfer to change the MBSFN RSRP/RSRQ as optional field. Then the ”available MBSFN measurement” would mean the availability of any MBSFN measurement. The use of MBSFN BLER at the network side is by combining the logged MBSFN BLER results from each logging interval. If the UE only reports one logging interval BLER (due to the non-availability of MBSFN RSRP/RSRQ), the accuracy of MBSFN BLER could be dramatically reduced as the the samples of MBSFN BLER is only restricted from one logging interval, but the samples of MBSFN RSRP/RSRQ can be from serval logging intervals. 
LG: ‘available’ seems sufficiently clear.
Nokia Networks> We will bring a contribution on the issue.
	TDoc, NN

	Sa.17
	5.6.8.2
	The procedural specification does not reflect that signallingBLER-Result and dataBLER-MCH-ResultList are optional i.e. included only if available
	2
	Suggested change:

Change bullet 4> to ‘for each area for which the mandatory fields became available during the last logging interval’

Have a separate bullet 5> for the optional fields, stating the field is included if available
CATT> See comments in N27.
Rap2: Suggest to adopt the suggested change as it merely aligns to ASN.1 and current status in RAN2 (while it seems N27 intends to introduce additional changes)
	General CR

	LG.12
	5.6.8.2
	Adjust numbering

Replace ‘.’ by ‘;’
	1
	4>
for MBSFN areas, indicated in targetMBSFN-AreaList, from which the UE is receiving MBMS service: 
5> perform MBSFN measurements in accordance with the performance requirements as specified in TS 36.133 [16];
NOTE 1:
When configured to perform MBSFN measurement logging by targetMBSFN-AreaList, the UE is not required to receive additional MBSFN subframes, i.e. logging is based on the subframes corresponding to the MBMS services the UE is receiving. 
5>
perform logging at regular time intervals as defined by the loggingInterval in VarLogMeasConfig, but only for those intervals for which MBSFN measurement results are available;

	General CR

	LG.13
	5.6.8.2
	Replace ‘.’ by ‘;’
	1
	5> set the mbsfn-AreaId and carrierFrequency to indicate the MBSFN area in which the UE is receiving MBSFN transmission;
	General CR

	Sa.12
	5.6.8.2
	The condition for performing MBSFN measurements, is complicated and includes both and and or in a single bullet
	2
	An additional level seems desirable
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	Sa.18
	5.6.8.2
	It is not clear how the UE applies the results provided by lower layers in particular:

a) The information logged corresponds with the latest measurement result, in case multiple results were provided during the logging period

b) The information logged logged may be based on a single measurement result that is based on samples obtained during previous logging periods
	2
	Add some clarification i.e. alike the note 2 for non-MBMS measurements
CATT> Agree to add a NOTE like the unicast log.
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	ERI-15
	5.6.11
	There is an extra “the” and additional space (before “frequency” and “entry”) in the text below:

“3>
else:


4>
include the the physical cell identity and carrier 
frequency of that cell in the field visitedCellId of the 
entry;”

	1
	Remove the extra “the” and the space in the text.

“3>
else:


4>
include the the physical cell identity and carrier frequency of that cell in the field visitedCellId of the entry;”
	General CR

	MTK20
	5.6.11
	Proposed enhancement: Clarify that the mobility history is possibly not the same as is used for mobility state information. 
	2/ 3
	Proposal, introduce a note: 

NOTE: The stored mobility history information includes ping-pong, which may be removed when determining mobility state. 

Rap: I understand that the UE behaviour is already clearly specified, so probably no need to highlight this aspect?
LG: Agree with Rap.
( No change
	-

	C.3
	5.6.12.2
	In RAN#88, there are some agreements about RSRQ used for WLAN IWK as the followings:

The wideband RSRQ and/or new RSRQ capable UE shall use wideband RSRQ and or new RSRQ for WLAN RSRQ measurement if wideband RSRQ and/or new RSRQ is enabled by the network.
The UE is not required to measure two types of RSRQ types (Capture as condition that the network provides thresholds of the same type for all applicable measurements)
However ,the UE behavior of receiving parameter thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB-r12, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-r12 and thresholdRSRQ-WB-r12 is missing.
	3
	Add the following text in red:

The UE shall:

1>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated is set to release:
2> release wlan-OffloadDedicated and inform upper layers about the release;
2>
if the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN is broadcast by the cell:
3>
apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN included in SystemInformationBlockType17as specified in 5.2.2.24;
3>
forward the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN to upper layer as specified in 5.2.2.24;
1>
else:

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRP:
3>
apply the received thresholdRSRP;
3>
forward the received thresholdRSRP to upper layers;
2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRQ:

3>
apply the received thresholdRSRQ;

3>
forward the received thresholdRSRQ to upper layers;
2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB, and measRSRQ-OnAllSymbols and widebandRSRQ-Meas are both enabled:

3>
apply the received thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB;

3>
forward the received thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB to upper layers;

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols and measRSRQ-OnAllSymbols is enabled:
3>
apply the received thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols;

3>
forward the received thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols to upper layers;

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRQ-WB and widebandRSRQ-Meas is enabled:

3>
apply the received thresholdRSRQ-WB;

3>
forward the received thresholdRSRQ-WB to upper layers;

Rap: In this case (dedicated signalling) the UE just applies (and forwards) the fields that the network configures. There is no need for the UE to check if the network sets fields consistently i.e. we could just state:

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRQ, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols or thresholdRSRQ-WB:

3>
apply the received RSRQ threshold;

3>
forward the received RSRQ threshold to upper layers;

LG:support Rap view
Rap: May be good to have some discussion about the approach, but otherwise separate paper may be needed
CATT> Agree with the change proposed by Rap.
Hua: In fact, in agreed RSRQ CR, for dedicated parameters, the network will always provide  thresholdRSRQ, and set the value based the RSRQ type the UE applies for E-UTRAN. Therefore We do not think the proposed changes are correct.
Rap2: Do not understand the response from Hua. Assume we can we agree the earlier Rap suggestion
	General CR?

	ALU.18
	5.6.12.2
Dedicated WLAN offload configuration
	For all cases the old configuration is release is signalled to the upper layer before new configuration is signalled.  But when going from common to dedicated values, we are doing it  - directly signalling the dedicated value without releasing the common one
	2
	To discuss if this inconsistency is acceptable.  

Rap: Indeed seems preferrable to be consistent in all cases (setup of dedicated config, release of dedicated config, T307 expiry or stop, cell re-selection, leaving connected). Simplest option seems to add release also for the case of going from common to dedicated values
LG: We do not prefer adding release for the case of going from common to dedicated. Instead we prefer to inform upper layer of new parameters. This approach can also apply for update of common paramteres.
Hua: agree with Rap. We also prefer for common to dedicated case, the UE should also release parameters, indicate this to upper layer, and then apply the value from dedicated signalling and forward it to upper layer.
Rap2: The alternative of not indicating release as suggested by LG involves several more changes (i.e. we should cover all cases). Hence I propose to adopt the previous Rap suggestion. This seems just a small/ modelling issues, but if there are concerns, a separate paper is recommended
	General CR

	ALU.19, Sa.13
	5.6.12.2
Dedicated WLAN offload configuration
	While we can reconfigure individual parameters using dedicated signalling to replace common values, we can’t go the other way round (dedicated to common) individually.  
	2/ 3
	To discuss if this is seen as an issue or considered acceptable.  See also comment ALU.x

Rap: A common IE has been defined for broadcast/ dedicated (WLAN-OffloadConfig) with need OR for individual parameters (t-SteeringWLAN mandatory) i.e. suggesting there is no delta signalling, while the procedural specification (5.6.12.2) seems to suggest delta signalling even upon going from common to dedicated. Options, in order of increasing complexity:

a) No delta signalling (not even when modifying dedicated config)

b) Delta signalling only when modifying dedicated config (but full configuration when first signalling dedicated config)

c) Delta signalling whenever signalling dedicated config (including when first signalling dedicated i.e. broadcast is baseline)

Option a) would be simplest and may be sufficient (no frequent changes, not many UEs with dedicated paramters). Note also that upper layers are currently informed about release the entire config but when an individual parameter is released
Rap: Although it seems good to have some discussion about the way forward,  a separate paper seems disirable.
LG: We prefer a). considering the infrequent change of the value.
Hua: related to ALU.18, if we remove the parameters from SIBs when the UE receives the parameters from dedicated signalling, Do we still have problem for common ->dedicated case? However we agree that option a is much simple.
ALu: Ok
Rap2: Option a) seems agreeable. Anyhow it seems good to have a paper including proposed changes (should preferrably also cover other related issues ALU.18, N8, HUA32)
	TDoc, ALU

	HUA31
	5.6.12.2
	According to ASN.1, the t-SteeringWLAN is one mandatory field, not optional. Therefore, should remove the “if” condition.
2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes t-SteeringWLAN:

3>
apply the received t-SteeringWLAN;
	2
	2>

apply the received t-SteeringWLAN;

Rap: Fine, but may be affected by discussion on ALU19.
Int> in INT32 we suggest to change the presence of the t-SteeringWLAN-r12 to optional as it is only used in the case of RAN rules and not for the case of ANDSF policies.
( No change (ASN.1 will be changed instead, see INT32)
	-

	HUA32
	5.6.12.2
	2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRP:
3>
apply the received thresholdRSRP;

3>
forward the received thresholdRSRP to upper layers;

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRQ:
3>
apply the received thresholdRSRQ;

3>
forward the received thresholdRSRQ to upper layers;

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdChannelUtilization:
3>
apply the received thresholdChannelUtilization;

3>
forward the received thresholdChannelUtilization to upper layers;

…
	2
	For each parameter, one “forward” is performed. However, it should be forwarded once as a whole configuration.
Rap: Fine, but may be affected by discussion on ALU19 (delta signalling may require that UE indicates release of individual parameters). Can hopefully avoid this
Rap2: Assume we can change as suggested (but dependent on ALU19)
	General CR

	HUA33
	5.6.12.2
	When dedicated WLAN offload configuration is released or added, should the old configuration related procedure variables, e.g. timer for t-SteeringWLAN-r12, should be reset and then re-estimate the result?

The UE shall:

1>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated is set to release:
2> release wlan-OffloadDedicated and inform upper layers about the release;
2>
if the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN is broadcast by the cell:
3>
apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN included in SystemInformationBlockType17;
3>
forward the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN to upper layer;
1>
else:

2>
if the received wlan-OffloadDedicated includes thresholdRSRP:
	3
	Propose the UE shall reset the timer for t-SteeringWLAN-r12 upon the change between dedicated and broadcasted parameters;
Rap: Although it may be good to have some discussion about the way forward,  a separate paper seems disirable. Possible options:

a) Never reset (current situation)
b) Upon change between broadcast and dedicated
c) Upon every change of parameteres
LG: We prefer c) similar to the behavior of timetotrigger when the UE receives the new value.
Hua: we would like to provide disucssion paper if more anlyasis is needed.
( No change now (Hua is assume to provide discussion paper)
	TDoc, HUA

	C.4
	5.6.12.4
	In RAN#88, there are some agreements about RSRQ used for WLAN IWK as the followings:

The wideband RSRQ and/or new RSRQ capable UE shall use wideband RSRQ and or new RSRQ for WLAN RSRQ measurement if wideband RSRQ and/or new RSRQ is enabled by the network.
The UE is not required to measure two types of RSRQ types (Capture as condition that the network provides thresholds of the same type for all applicable measurements)
However ,the UE behavior of receiving parameter thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB-r12, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-r12 and thresholdRSRQ-WB-r12 is missing.
	2
	Add the following text in red:

The UE shall:

1>
if T350 expires or is stopped:

2>
release the wlan-OffloadDedicated and inform upper layers about the release;

2>
if the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN is broadcast by the cell:

3>
apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN included in SystemInformationBlockType17 as specified in 5.2.2.24;
3>
forward the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN to upper layer as specified in 5.2.2.24;
Hua: We do not understand what relationship with RSRQ CR? In addition Why add this? The whole text is duplicated, no reason to make a reference.
· No change (reference does indeed not seem to add anything)
	-

	HUA34
	5.6.x.1
	Make it clear that SCG RLF may happen for both SCG establishment and SCG change.
	2
	The purpose of this procedure is to inform E-UTRAN about an SCG failure the UE has experienced i.e. SCG radio link failure, SCG establishment/ change failure.
5.6.x.2
Initiation

A UE initiates the procedure to report SCG failures when SCG transmission is not suspended and when one of the following conditions is met:

1>
upon detecting radio link failure for the SCG, in accordance with 5.3.11; or

1>
upon SCG establishment/ change failure, in accordance with 5.3.5.7;
Upon initiating the procedure, the UE shall:

1>
suspend all SCG DRBs and suspend SCG transmission for split DRBs;

1>
reset SCG MAC;

1>
initiate transmission of the SCGFailureInformation message in accordance with 5.6.x.3;
Rap: My preference is to refer to SCG change as procedure irrespective of the use case, see Sa.3, Sa.6
CATT> Agree with Huawei.
LG: Prefer to have changes proposed by HUA
Hua:see our commens on SA.4
( No change (Cover by Sa.3 in general manner i.e. SCG change is the procedure used a.o. upon SCG addition and SCG modification)
	 
(cover by Sa.3)

	ERI-14
	5.6.x.2
	In this subclause there is a reference to subclause 5.3.5.7 but  the subclause 5.3.5.7 should remain voided (and the procedure should be assigned a new number instead of reusing an earlier voided number) as explained in issue 2.
	1
	The reference to subclause 5.3.5.7 should be changed depending on the solution to issue ERI-3 in 5.3.5.7.

1>
upon SCG change failure, in accordance with 5.3.5.79;

( No change (solved in original spec version)
	General/ DC CR

	HUA35
	5.6.x.3
	Make it clear that SCG RLF may happen for both SCG establishment and SCG change.
	2
	1>
else if the UE initiates transmission of the SCGFailureInformation message to provide SCG establishment/change failure information:

2>
include failureType and set it to scg-ChangeFailure;
Rap: My preference is to refer to SCG change as procedure irrespective of the use case, see Sa.3, Sa.6 (and HUA34)
CATT> Agree with Huawei.
LG: Prefer to have changes proposed by HUA
Hua:see our commens on SA.4
( No change (Cover by Sa.3 in general manner i.e. SCG change is the procedure used a.o. upon SCG addition and SCG modification)
	 
(cover by Sa.3/Sa.6)

	Sa.14
	5.6.x.3
	It seems measResultServFreqList in intended to cover SCG cells i.e. not MCG cells. On the other hand, measResultNeighCells is not intended to cover PCell.

(Some further background:

For HOF, measResultLastServCell contains result of the source PCell while all other cells are reported as part of measResultNeighCells
For normal measurement reporting, there is a field for PCell, a field measResultServFreqList for SCells and possibly another better cell for each of these frequencies, and measResultNeighCells for applicable cells)
	2
	We assume the intention probably was as follows:

a) Within measResultServFreqList the UE reports SCG cells only

b) Within measResultNeighCells the UE reports non-serving frequencies
Although 
CATT> Agree with Samsung. Some clarifications are needed for measResultNeighCells.
ERI: Agree that this should be clarified as the current text can be understood that some cells are included twice.
Sam: May bring a paper including the detailed changes

( Change as suggested (seems agreeable)
	General/ DC CR or TDoc Sam
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	5.10
 ProSe

	ERI-16
	5.10.1
	Wrong spelling: “Furthemore” in the first paragraph.
	1
	Change spelling to “Furthermore”.
[QC] We somehow did not find “furthemore”, but the suggested correction itself it fine.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-17
	5.10.1
	Imprecise language: “For the ProSe Direct Synchronisation configuration the same principles apply as for the ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery resource configuration” 

“Same principles” is imprecise. If all the principles above mentioned for Discovery and Communication also apply to Synchronisation, then it is suggested to add “Synchronisation” to the first paragraph and remove the last sentence of the first paragraph.
	1/ 2
	Change the first paragraph to (additions in green, removals in red).

The ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery/ Synchronisation resource configuration applies for the frequency at which it was received/ acquired. Moreover, for a UE configured with one or more SCells, the ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery/ Synchronisation resource configuration provided by dedicated signalling applies for the PCell/ the primary frequency. Furthermore, the UE shall not use the ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery/ Synchronisation transmission resources received in one cell with the timing of another cell. For the ProSe Direct Synchronisation configuration the same principles apply as for the ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery resource configuration.
Rap: Suggested change seems fine
LG: Suggested changes seem fine
[QC] Suggested change looks good.
	ProSe CR

	ALU.20
	5.10.1
	NOTE 1:
Only if the UE is authorised to receive or transmit ProSe Direct Communication or to monitor or transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements, upper layers configure the UE to perform these particular ProSe activities.
	1
	Suggested rephrasing

Upper layers configure the UE to perform these particular ProSe activities only if the UE is authorised to receive or transmit ProSe Direct Communication, or to monitor or transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements,
Rap: Fine (but seems better to list the activities in part before comma).
LG: Suggested changes seems fine
[QC] Suggested change looks good.
( Change as follows: Upper layers configure the UE to receive or transmit ProSe Direct Communication, or to monitor or transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements, only if the UE is authorised to perform these particular ProSe activities. 
	ProSe CR

	ERI-18
	5.10.2
	Inconsequent language: The section header is called “ProSe UE Information Indication”, but the message is called “ProSe UE Information”. This section header typically has the names of the message.
	1
	Change the section header to “ProSe UE Information”.
LG: My understanding is that title is not always message name, so either approach (change or no change) is fine.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-19
	5.10.2.1
	Incorrect: The caption is “Figure 5.6.10.1-1 ...”. This is not in accordance with the drafting rules.
	1
	Change the caption to “Figure 5.10.2.1-1 ...”.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-20
	5.10.2.1, 5.10.2.2
	Imprecise language: The use of the notion “Communication and/ or Discovery” is imprecise in the sense that the reader may wonder if something applies to both Communication and Discovery or only one of them, and in that case which one.
	1/ 2
	Change to “Communication or Discovery”. Here it is assumed that “or” is interpreted as logical or.

Rap: In 5.10.2.2 it seems better to change to ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery.
LG: Agree with and Rap.
[QC] No strong view, but the behaviour is anyway clear in the procedural text.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-21
	5.10.2.2
	The statement

3>
if the frequency configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication on has changed since the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message:
...may be redudant as the likelihood of higher layers changing the frequency information is not really supported in Rel-12. 

However, if it should be kept, there should be an additional “or” to the preceding if-statement.
	1/ 2
	Either remove the if-statement:

3>
if the frequency configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication on has changed since the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message:
Or change the preceding if-statement to 

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including commRxInterestedFreq, the UE connected to a PCell not broadcasting SystemInformationBlockType18; or:
Rap: Suggest to add the or (as I understand that the frequency used for Communication may be different in different areas)
CATT> Agree with Rap.
LG: Agree with Rap understanding. Need to add ‘or’
[QC] We also prefer the second option, i.e. adding “or”.
ERI: We are fine with the suggestion from the rapporteur, i.e., the second proposal above
	ProSe CR

	ERI-22
	5.10.2.2
	Language: Previously the term “ProSe Direct Communication” is used. In this statement “ProSe” is left out.

2>
if configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication:


	1
	Change to

2>
if configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Communication:

LG: Support this change
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-23
	5.10.2.2
	The statement

3>
if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including commTxResourceReq since entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

...specifies that a certain action is to be performed if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED. However, in the first paragraph, it is already stated that this procedure may be initiated by UEs in RRC_CONNECTED, hence it is redundant to specify it here as well. Furthermore, this pattern is not used in the same procedure when the UE is configured to receive ProSe Direct Communication.
	1/ 2
	Change the statement to

3>
if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including commTxResourceReq since entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

Rap: Fine to remove the red part (aligns with other cases e.g. MBMS).
LG: change or no change is fine (The text with/without red part does not make any difference)
[QC] The suggestion looks OK.
ERI: We are fine with the suggestion from the rapporteur.
	ProSe CR

	Sa.28
	5.10.2.2
	Several statements are still based on the assumption that the UE may not signal the full ProSe information (but just changes).

3>
if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including commTxResourceReq since entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including commRxInterestedFreq, the UE connected to a PCell not broadcasting SystemInformationBlockType18:
	2
	Now that we agreed full signalling, we can remove ‘including bla’, i.e. the turqoise parts. This equally applies for other similar cases
LG: Not sure about the intended changes. The highlighted part is used to distinguish the casue of triggering (previous) ProSeUeInformation message, and if there is new cause to trigger the message, the message shall be triggerd. So shoud we need to keep them?
[QC] The content of the ProseUEInformation is determinted in 5.10.2.3 where the “full signalling” is correctly captured. We were not sure why the condition for tranmission of ProseUEInformation in this section has to be changed.
ERI: We can agree to this.
Rap2: I will try to clarify why the blue text is now redundant. Lets take an example: the UE is configured to receive Comm and this does not change (i.e. the first bullet 3> statements would be applied). As we don’t have delta signalling the UE will include commRxInterestedFreq in any ProseUEInformation message. Thus, what are the cases for the UE to initiate transmission:

a) Change to interested (i.e. upper layers just configured the UE to receive). There are two cases

1. The UE did not yet transmit ProseUEInformation message since entering connected

2. The last transmitted ProseUEInformation message did not include commRxInterestedFreq
b) E-UTRAN lost the information, as the UE connected to a PCell not supporting (the forwarding of) ProSe Comm information
c) The frequency the UE is configured to receive ProSe comm on changed
Case a.1 is covered by the first bullet but the check on the contents of the message is redundant
3>
if the UE did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including commRxInterestedFreq since last entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

Case a.2 (as well as c) is assumed to be covered by the last bullet, although the wording could probably be generalised i.e. as follows:
3>
if the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message did not include commRxInterestedFreq:; or the field indicated a frequency different from the one configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication on:
Case b is covered by the 2nd bullet but the check on the contents of the message is again redundant:

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including commRxInterestedFreq, the UE connected to a PCell not broadcasting SystemInformationBlockType18:

Rap2: Hopefully the removal of the blue parts and the rewording as shown in yellow are agreeable now? Otherwise Sam may bring a paper adressing this topic

	ProSe CR

	ERI-24, QC.2
	5.10.2.2
	Wrong formatting: In the following text

2> if configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on a serving frequency or one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19:

...”if included in” should not be in italics.
	1
	Change the text to:

2> if configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on a serving frequency or one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19:

This line, with the same error is also present in section 5.10.2.3 and should be changed accordingly.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-25
	5.10.2.2
	Is the following if-statement really needed?

3>
if the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message did not include discRxInterest:
Shouldn’t it be covered by a previous if-statement:

3>
if the UE did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including discRxInterest since last entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or


	2
	Delete the following if-statement:

3>
if the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message did not include discRxInterest:
Rap: Not true i.e. we need it to cover the indication following a case like: the UE signals a) discRxinterest, b) no discRxinterest
LG: Agree with Rap. We need to keep the if statement to handle the case - RX interest ( no RX interest ( RX interest.
[QC] Both are needed since the first if-statement covers the very first transmission and the second one covers the subsequent tranmission after the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message which did not include discRxInterest:
Int> We agree with Rap.
ERI: In the light of the assumption that the UE always signal the full configuration (Sa.28) what would the following three if statements look like?

3>
if the UE did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including discRxInterest since last entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including discRxInterest, the UE connected to a PCell not broadcasting SystemInformationBlockType19; or

3>
if the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message did not include discRxInterest:

We would be fine with the indicated changes above, and if so, then the third if-statement stays
Rap2: I assume we will not introduce changes and would like Eri to check the latest remarks on Sa.28 (and note that there is a parent level seperating interest and non-interest (configured by upper layers to receive/ not configured to receive)
	-

	ERI-26
	5.10.2.2
	For Communication the UE is allowed to transmit ProseUEInformation message if upper layers change the frequency to receive ProSe Direct Communication (see ERI 7). Is a similar criterion for Discovery needed?
	2
	If acceptable, consider adding something like:

3>
if the frequency configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication on has changed since the last transmission of the ProseUEInformation message:
...after

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including discRxInterest, the UE connected to a PCell not broadcasting SystemInformationBlockType19; or
Rap: Not applicable as for discovery we agreed not to indicate the frequency
[QC] The same view as the rapporteur
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur
	-

	ERI-27
	5.10.2.2
	Language: Prevously the term “ProSe Direct Discovery” has been used. In this statement, “ProSe” is left out.

2>
if the UE is configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Discovery announcements:


	1
	Change the statement to:

2>
if the UE is configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements:
LG: Support this change
[QC] Fine

	ProSe CR

	ERI-28
	5.10.2.2
	The statement

3>
if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including discTxResourceReq since entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

...specifies that a certain action is to be performed if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED. However, in the first paragraph, it is already stated that this procedure may be initiated by UEs in RRC_CONNECTED, hence it is redundant to specify it here as well. Furthermore, this pattern is not used in the same procedure when the UE is configured to receive ProSe Direct Discovery.
	1/ 2
	Change the statement to

3>
if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and did not transmit a ProseUEInformation message including discTxResourceReq since entering RRC_CONNECTED state; or

Rap: Fine to remove the red part (aligns with other cases e.g. MBMS).
LG: change or no change is fine (The text with/without red part does not make any difference)
[QC] The suggestion looks OK.
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-29
	5.10.2.2
	The statement

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including discTxResourceReq, the Direct Discovery announcement resources required by the UE have changed (i.e. resulting in a change of discTxResourceReq):

...lacks a “ProSe” for “ProSe Direct Discovery”
	1
	Change the statement to

3>
if since the last time the UE transmitted a ProseUEInformation message including discTxResourceReq, the ProSe Direct Discovery announcement resources required by the UE have changed (i.e. resulting in a change of discTxResourceReq):
LG: Support the change
[QC] Fine

	ProSe CR

	ERI-30
	5.10.2.2
	The term “since last entering RRC_CONNECTED state” could be better phrased. In section 5.3.14.2 we find the term “during the current RRC connection”, which we think is clearer.

2>
if the UE has previously not transmitted a ProximityIndication for the RAT and frequency during the current RRC connection, or if more than 5 s has elapsed since the UE has last transmitted a ProximityIndication (either entering or leaving) for the RAT and frequency:
	1/ 2
	Replace the term “since last entering RRC_CONNECTED state” with “during the current RRC connection”.

This term occurs 4 times in section 5.10.2.2.

Rap: See no need to change (current formulation is used for other cases also e.g. MBMS).
LG: Fine with using the wording already used for other cases
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur. But there are two ways of saying it used in section 5.10.2.2 as follows, which could be aligned

1. since last entering RRC_CONNECTED state

2. since entering RRC_CONNECTED state
ERI: We have no strong view, note that the term “during the current RRC connection” is used in section 5.3.14.2:

2>
if the UE has previously not transmitted a ProximityIndication for the RAT and frequency during the current RRC connection, or if more than 5 s has elapsed since the UE has last transmitted a ProximityIndication (either entering or leaving) for the RAT and frequency:

Rap2: Lets minimise the changes (i.e. for the 2nd case also use ‘since last entering RRC_CONNECTED’ as used for MBMS)
	-

	Sa.15
	5.10.2.2
	It seems all actions (RxInterestInd, TxResourceReq) are performed by a UE in connected, while a UE in Idle is assumed to merely trigger connection establishment (and then subsequently performs these actions)
	2
	Add ‘in connected’ to the top level (i.e. ‘the UE shall’)

Add a note clarifying the overall model i.e. that a UE in idle requiring Tx resources merely initiates connection establishment, see 5.3.3.2
CATT> Regarding the added note, if the SIB18/19 includes the Tx resource pool, the IDLE UE doesn’t need to initiate connection establishment to acquire Tx resource. The note may lead to the misunderstanding that UE always has to initiate connection establishment to acquire Tx resource. It has been included “A UE capable of ProSe Direct Communication and/ or Direct Discovery that is in RRC_CONNECTED may initiate the procedure”
LG: Fine with the addition of ‘in connected’. 

LG: Adding a Note seems good as this note can be considdered as a link to the connecton establishment merely for ProSe TX in section 5.3.3.2
[QC] No change seems needed after addressing ERI-23 and ERI-28 as suggested.
ERI: Although mentioned in the first paragraph of 5.10.2.2 it might be beneficial to make these clarifications
Rap2: Suggestion is to only add a note clarifying that UE initiates establishment, but only if Tx resources are not broadcast (as the first change seems not needed)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-31
	5.10.2.3
	The statement

1>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 is broadcast by the PCell:

...can be seen as redundant. Section 5.10.2.3 is only referenced in section 5.10.2.2 where this criterion is already checked. 
	2
	Remove the following statement

1>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 is broadcast by the PCell:

This also means the indentation in subsequent lines must be updated.

Rap: Does not really seem correct. The UE may initiate the procedure for one reason e.g. discTxRequest, but when it transmits the message it signals the full information and thus needs to check.
CATT> Agree with Ericsson.
LG: Agree. If statement needs to be kept for the reason that Rap explains.
[QC] It is necessary to repeat the checking for SIB18 and SIB19 in section 5.10.2.3 as this section is referenced under different conditions in section 5.10.2.2.
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
( No change
	-

	ERI-32
	5.10.2.3
	The statement

2>
if configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Communication:

...may be misinterpreted as this section is only referenced in section 5.10.2.2. So, at this point in the execution it is not sufficient that only higher layers have configured the UE to transmit ProSe Direct Communication, but as can be seen in section 5.10.2.2, there are other criteria that need to be met as well. This line is supposed to match the following line in section 5.10.2.2:

4>
initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message to indicate the ProSe Direct Communication transmission resources required by the UE in accordance with 5.10.2.3;
	2
	Change the statement to

2>
if configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Communication:

This means that there are other critria than only upper layers to take into consideration. If that is not precise enough another proposal is to change to this

2>
if configured to initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message to indicate the ProSe Direct Communication transmission resources required by the UE by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Communication:

Rap: Does not really seem correct. The UE may initiate the procedure for one reason e.g. discTxRequest, but 5.10.2.3 merely specifies the setting of all fields to the correct current value (as we agreed the UE always signals the full information).
LG: Agree with Rap. The section 5.10.2.3 only secifies setting of required all fields to be included with full signalling.
[QC] The same view as the rapporteur.
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
( No change
	-

	ERI-33
	5.10.2.3
	The statement

1>
if SystemInformationBlockType19 is broadcast by the PCell:

...can be seen as redundant. Section 5.10.2.3 is only referenced in section 5.10.2.2 where this criterion is already checked.
	2
	Remove the following statement

1>
if SystemInformationBlockType19 is broadcast by the PCell:

This also means the indentation in subsequent lines must be updated.

Rap: Does not really seem correct, see ERI-31
CATT> Agree with Ericsson.
LG: Agree. If statement needs to be kept for the reason that Rap explains in ERI-31
[QC] It is necessary to repeat the checking for SIB18 and SIB19 in section 5.10.2.3 as this section is referenced under different conditions in section 5.10.2.2
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
( No change
	-

	ERI-34
	5.10.2.3
	The statement

2> if configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on a serving frequency or one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19:

...may be misinterpreted as this section is only referenced in section 5.10.2.2. So, at this point in the execution it is not sufficient that only higher layers have configured the UE to receive ProSe Direct Discovery, but as can be seen in section 5.10.2.2, there are other criteria that need to be met as well. This line is supposed to match the following line in section 5.10.2.2:

4>
initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message to indicate it is interested in ProSe Direct Discovery reception in accordance with 5.10.2.3;


	2
	Change the statement to

2> if configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on a serving frequency or one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19:

This means that there are other critria than only upper layers to take into consideration. If that is not precise enough another proposal is to change to this

2> if configured to initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message to indicate it is interested in ProSe Direct Discovery reception by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on a serving frequency or one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19:

Rap: Does not really seem correct, see ERI-32
LG: Agree with Rap. The section 5.10.2.3 only secifies setting of required all fields to be included with full signalling.
[QC] The same view as the rapporteur.
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
( No change
	-

	ERI-35
	5.10.2.3
	The statement

2>
if the UE is configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements:

...may be misinterpreted as this section is only referenced in section 5.10.2.2. So, at this point in the execution it is not sufficient that only higher layers have configured the UE to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery, but as can be seen in section 5.10.2.2, there are other criteria that need to be met as well. This line is supposed to match the following line in section 5.10.2.2:

4>
initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message to indicate the ProSe Direct Discovery announcement resources required by the UE in accordance with 5.10.2.3;
	2
	Change the statement to

2>
if the UE is configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements:

This means that there are other critria than only upper layers to take into consideration. If that is not precise enough another proposal is to change to this

2>
if the UE is configured to initiate transmission of the ProseUEInformation message to indicate the ProSe Direct Discovery announcement resources required by the UE by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements:

Rap: Does not really seem correct, see ERI-32
LG: Agree with Rap. The section 5.10.2.3 only secifies setting of required all fields to be included with full signalling.
[QC] The same view as the rapporteur.
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
( No change
	-

	ERI-36
	5.10.2.3
	We propose many changes to this section. Here we present the complete proposal.
	2
	The UE shall set the contents of the ProseUEInformation message as follows:

1> if configured to receive ProSe Direct Communication:

2>
include commRxInterestedFreq and set it to the ProSe Direct Communication frequency;

1>
if configured to transmit ProSe Direct Communication:

2>
include commTxResourceReq and set carrierFreq to indicate the ProSe Direct Communication frequency and set proseDestinationInfoList to include the ProSe Direct Communication transmission destination(s) for which it requests E-UTRAN to assign dedicated resources;

1> if configured to receive ProSe Direct Discovery:

2>
include discRxInterest;

1>
if configured to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements:

2>
include discTxResourceReq and set it to indicate the number of resources for ProSe Direct Discovery announcement for which it requests E-UTRAN to assign dedicated resources;

The UE shall submit the ProseUEInformation message to lower layers for transmission.

Rap: Does not really seem correct, see ERI-31, 32
[QC] The same view as the rapporteur.
ERI: We accept the proposal from the rapporteur.
( No change
	-

	HUA36
	5.10.2.3
	The text is as follows:

“The UE shall set the contents of the ProseUEInformation message as follows:
1>
if SystemInformationBlockType18 is broadcast by the PCell:

2> if configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication:

3>
include commRxInterestedFreq and set it to the ProSe Direct Communication frequency;

2>
if configured by upper layers to transmit ProSe Direct Communication:

3>
include commTxResourceReq and set carrierFreq to indicate the ProSe Direct Communication frequency and set proseDestinationInfoList to include the ProSe Direct Communication transmission destination(s) for which it requests E-UTRAN to assign dedicated resources;”
It seems that the UE supporting ProSe communication will indicate the eNB a frequency for reception “commRxInterestedFreq” and a different frequency for transmission “commTxResourceReq”. However, in our understanding the ProSe communication UE can only perform ProSe communication on a preconfigured ProSe carrier.
	2/ 3
	The UE only indicates one frequency for ProSe communication to the eNB.

The relative ASN.1 should also be changed.
Rap: I understand that the frequency used for Communication may be different in different areas, which is why the frequency is indicated. If there is a desire to change, a separate paper seems desirable. 
CATT> Agree with Rap.
LG: See no reason to change. Current text does not mandate the UE to set the carrier frequeuency for RX and for TX, and current text to set the carrier frequency for TX and RX separately is to support UE interesting in only RX or only TX.
[QC] Also see HUA43

We agree that the frequency for transmission and reception should be the same when both commRxInterestedFreq and commTxResourceReq are included. There are two alternatives.

1) Keep the current structure and add in the field description that the frequencies included in commRxInterestedFreq and commTxResourceReq shall be the same
2) Introduce common field for indicating frequency

We propose the option 1) above.
ERI: We also think that transmission and reception takes place on the same frequency. It is useful for a UE to indicate to the eNB the intended frequency to use in the case that the UE only does reception. If the UE does both Rx and Tx, then the eNB learns the frequency from commRxInterestedFreq. Only in the case the UE wishes to perform Tx only would it be necessary to indicate a carrier frequency in commTxResourceFreq. ALU.7 discusses whether we want to support Tx only. Maybe it would be sufficient to add that if both commRxInterestedFreq and carrierFreq are included, they may not be different.
Hua: Yes, the frequency could be different in different countries/areas, but in any a specific country/area, the frequency used for reception/transmission should be same in our understanding. We would like to provide a discussion paper if more clarifications are needed.
( Add clarification that the UE shall set commTxResourceFreq to the same value as provided in commRxInterestedFreq, if indicated.
	ProSe CR

	HUA37, QC.3
	5.10.2.3
	1>
if SystemInformationBlockType19 is broadcast by the PCell:

2> if configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Discovery annoucements on a serving frequency or one or more frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19:
“if included in” shall not be italic.
	1
	
	ProSe CR

	Sa.16
	5.10.2.3
	The section seems to repeats some of the checks performed in the preceeding section.
	1
	As the UE always provides the full information, the contents of the message does not depend on what triggers the sending of the message. Hence, it is not possible to reword to ‘if used to indicate the UE is interested/ no longer interested’
[QC] The proposal should be clarified.
( No change was suggested (understand that the remark was merely provided for background).
	None

	Sa.17
	5.10.2.3
	The UE may transmit Communication via another cell than the PCell. The dedicated resource assignment is however only for the PCell, and hence the same applies for the Tx resource request
	2
	Add some clarification

(some clarification may be desirable for discovery also, although there we only have Tx via PCell)
LG: just wonsder what clarification is intended, beyond  what is specified in 5.10. 1 below:

The ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery resource configuration applies for the frequency at which it was received/ acquired. Moreover, for a UE configured with one or more SCells, the ProSe Direct Communication/ Discovery resource configuration provided by dedicated signalling applies for the PCell/ the primary frequency.
[QC] There seem to be two alternatives; 1) eNB ignores the destination info in case of non-serving frequency or 2) the UE only includes destination info in case of serving frequency. The second option requires ASN.1 change.
Rap2: The intention was merely to clarify that for the Tx resource request for Comm is initiated (in 5.10.2.2)/ included (in 5.10.2.3) only if the UE is configured to transmit Comm via the primary frequency. If there are concerns with this, a separate paper seems desirable. The same applies for the Tx resource request for Discovery.
(Note that currently no restriction are specified regarding the frequencies indicated in commRxInterestedFreq while the discRxInterest is indicated only if configured to receive on serving frequencies included in SIB19 field discInterFreqList)
[QC] The UE may provide frequency info for a non-serving carrier, based upon which the serving eNB may e.g. perform handover.
Rap3: For discTxRequest the UE does not include an earfcn i.e. it is for the serving/ primary freq (only). For commTxRequest the UE does however include an earfcn. It seems this option should be maintained to support mobility for Tx on another freq. given that we could have a Tx only UE.
	ProSe CR?

	ERI-37
	5.10.3
	The statement

1>
else (out of coverage on ProSe carrier):

...seems overly descriptive. Isn’t it enough with only “else:”?
	2
	Change the statement to:

1>
else (out of coverage on ProSe carrier):

Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
LG: consider that useful and informative. Prefer to keep it

LG: also suggest to include ‘*in coverage on ProSe carrier in the first 1> bullet

LG: ProSe carrier may be rephrased to the ‘carrier frequency on which UE is interested to perform ProSe Direct Communication’, as ProSe carrier is not clear due to lack of its definition.
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification.
ERI: There are several issues addressing this procedural pattern “else (...)”.
Rap2: No change. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	ERI-38
	5.10.3
	Wrong reference “9.x”.
	1
	Change reference to “9.3”.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-39
	5.10.3
	“If” is incorrect in statement:

1> If the cell used to receive ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria as defined in TS 36.304 [4]:


	1
	Change to “if”.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	HUA38
	5.10.3
	A UE capable of ProSe Direct Communication that is configured by upper layers to receive ProSe Direct Communication shall:

1> If the cell used to receive ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria as defined in TS 36.304 [4]:
2>
if the cell used to receive ProSe Direct Communication broadcasts SystemInformationBlockType18 including commRxPool:
3>
monitor the pool of resources indicated by commRxPool and receive Sidelink Control and the corresponding data, as specified in TS 36.321 [6]

1>
else (out of coverage on ProSe carrier):

Current agreement is if the UE finds a cell in the pre-configured frequency , then the UE considers itself as in coverage. Otherwise, out of coverage. From the text “If the cell used to receive ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria”, we cannot see the same meaning. It is not clear how the UE determines itself in coverage of E-UTRAN. 


	1/ 2
	Propose to change the highlighted text to 

“If a cell in the frequency used to perform ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria as defined in TS 36.304”.
LG: Agree with the intention, i.e. a)  ‘the cell’ shall be ‘a cell’, b) referrng to a frequency for ProSe Comm seems better correct. 

LG: when UE detects one cell not meeting S-criterion but also detects another cell meeting S-criterion, this UE shall not consider that ProSe carrier is out of coverage, but the current formulation may allow UE to consider it is our of coverage on the ProSe carrier. So we suggest:
“If UE cannot detect any cell, on the frequency used to perform ProSe Direct Communication, meeting the S-criteria as defined in TS 36.304[4]”.
[QC] The proposed text above is misleading as it can be interpreted that the UE may check the S-citeria for any cell on the frequency used for ProSe Direct Communication.
ERI: We do not really see that this is a big problem. It would be nice with the same definition of determining in/out of coverage in all the places in the specification. See also Sa.19.
Rap2: Change does not really seem needed. The text talks about the cell used to receive ProSe, so there is no issue unless the UE selects/ uses a poor cell for Prose reception while a better one is available. (May be reconsidered with Sa.19)

	-?

	HUA39
	5.10.3
	- in 5.10.3, in several places there is "receive Sidelink Control" and "transmit Sidelink Control". However, in 36.321, it is called "sidelink control information".It would be good to align with 36.321.
	1/ 2
	Propose to change “Sidelink Control” to “sidelink control information”
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ALU.21
	5.10.3, 5.10.4, 5.10.5, 5.10.6
	In our view, RRC is not actually performing the behaviour (transmission or monitoring) but simply configuring the lower layers.  The actual transmission is triggered by the data in the user plane.  Then,  the only thing that is needed in RRC is just on which configuration is to be used for direct communication reception/transmission and discovery monitoring/announcement. It is not needed to indicate how it is being used as it should be either defined in MAC specification TS36.321 (e.g. monitoring of reception pool, transmit the scheduling assignment and data etc) or in RAN 1 specification.
	2/ 3
	See our contribution R2-145114 for the changes

Rap: Understand that the proposal has two aspects:

a) Reword such that RRC merely configures lower layers with resources to use i.e. by using words like: configure lower layer to use the resources indicated by fieldX to receive/ transmit ProSe direct communication/ discovery or configur lower layers to request E-UTRAN to schedule transmission resources for direct communication
b) To remove the reference to 36.321

Rap: It seems good to have some discussion about the way forward. If inconclusive  a separate paper seems disirable.
LG: Good to have some discusion.
[QC] The proposal seems to change neither the behaviour nor ASN.1. Could be discussed separately from ASN.1 review.
Int> We have the same view as ALU
ERI: In general, the proposed changes by ALU may be beneficial, i.e., only speaking of configuring lower layers. However, a separate paper which also analyses the impact on MAC would be useful to really understand the consequences.
Rap2: No change for now. A separate contribution may be provided clearly illustrating the proposal
	TDoc ALU?

	N28
	5.10
ProSe ( 5.10.4    Direct Communication transmission
	Exceptional pool (i.e. the IE commTxPoolExceptional) cannot be used by IDLE UE for normal transmission conditions.
	2
	We should make it clear that an IDLE UE cannot use exceptional pool for transmission in normal conditions in IDLE when the normal pool is absent.

Rap: Don’t understand what change would be needed. It should already be clear that in idle, the exceptional pool can only be used in exceptional cases as covered by the following bullet:

5>
from the moment T300 expired, as specified in 5.3.3.6, until receiving an RRCConnectionReconfiguration including ProseCommConfig or until receiving an RRCConnectionRelease or an RRCConnectionReject;
LG: Have some sympathy with Nokia but more agree with Rap. Normally we do not specify all cases that UE shall not do something.
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur comment above.
Int> We agree with Rap.
ERI: Maybe more details on this issue can be provided by Nokia?
Nokia Networks> We plan to bring a contribution on this to better illustrate the point.
Rap2: No change for now. If needed, a separate contribution may be provided to clarify if there is any issue
	-/ TDoc NN?

	ERI-40
	5.10.4
	Wrong reference to TS 23.303 (“N”)
	1
	Change reference to “68”.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-41
	5.10.4
	The statement

4> else if T301 is running and the cell on which the UE initiated connection re-establishment broadcasts SystemInformationBlockType18 including commTxPoolExceptional:

...is wrong.
	1
	Change statement to:

4> else if T301 is running and the cell on which the UE initiated connection re-establishment broadcasts SystemInformationBlockType18 including commTxPoolExceptional:
LG: alternatively, we can remove ‘or’ in the previous 4>  if T310 or …
[QC] Fine
( Change as suggested (i.e. remove else)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-42
	5.10.4
	The statement

2> else (ProSe Direct Communication in idle or on cell other than PCell in connected):

...seems overly descriptive. Isn’t it enough with only “else:”?
	1
	Change the statement to:

2> else (ProSe Direct Communication in idle or on cell other than PCell in connected):
Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification.
( No change. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	ERI-43
	5.10.4
	This statement can be improved:

5>
from the moment T300 expired, as specified in 5.3.3.6, until receiving an RRCConnectionReconfiguration including ProseCommConfig or until receiving an RRCConnectionRelease or an RRCConnectionReject;
Ideally the start of using these resources should be captured in section 5.3.3.6 to get all the actions related to T300 expiry on a single place.

Similarly the stop of using these resources should be captured in sections 5.3.10.x, 5.3.8.3, and 5.3.3.8.

However, it may be beneficial to also keep all ProSe functionality in one place.  
	2
	Rap: Although open for suggestions, I see no need to change. Alternative seems more complicated/ would probably require a UE vairable. Welcome other opinions. If desired,  a separate paper may be considered.
LG: current text seems beneficial for understanding  on the validity of the exceptional resources.
[QC] Neither functional change nor ASN.1 change is proposed. Can be out of ASN.1 review.
Int> We agree with Rap.
Rap2: No change for now. If needed, a separate contribution may be provided including a detailed proposal
	-/ TDoc ERI?

	ERI-44
	5.10.4
	The statement

1>
else (out of coverage on ProSe carrier):

...seems overly descriptive. Isn’t it enough with only “else:”?
	1
	Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
LG: Consider this to be useful and informative and perfer to keep it.
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification.
( No change. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	ERI-45
	5.10.4
	Wrong reference “9.x”.
	1
	Change reference to “9.3”.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-46
	5.10.4
	“If” is incorrect in statements:

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication is suitable as defined in TS 36.304 [4]; or

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria, as defined in TS 36.304 [4], and the conditions to support ProSe Direct Communication in limited service state as specified in TS 23.303 [N, 4.5.x] are fulfilled:
2> If the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and uses the PCell for ProSe Direct Communication
	1
	Change to “if”, three occurances.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	INT7
	5.10.4
	In two conditions there is some text in red and underlined:

3> if the UE is configured, by the current PCell/ the PCell in which radio link failure related to the running T301 was detected, with commTxResources set to scheduled:

3>
else if the UE is configured with commTxPoolNormalDedicated:
	1
	Change red font color to black and remove underlines.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	Sa.18
	5.10.4
	A UE that is allowed to use exceptional resources due to connection establishment failure (T300 expiry) of course still needs to request Comm Tx resources
	1
	May consider to add a note
LG; UE is anyway required to request CommTxResources upon being connected even when SIB18 signals normal TX pool. So we see no reason to add a note particularly for exceptional case.
[QC] Section 5.3.3.2 is clear on this regard. But this item should be considered together with N18.
ERI: This is not really clear where in the procedure this clarifying note would be applied. Maybe more details could be provided?
( No change. Assumed to be covered by Sa.15 (5.10.2.2 seems a more appropriate location for note on this aspect)
	- (cover by Sa.15)

	ERI-47
	5.10.5
	“For” is incorrect in statement:

1> For each frequency the UE is configured to monitor ProSe Direct Discovery announcements on, prioritising the frequencies included in discInterFreqList, if included in SystemInformationBlockType19: 


	1
	Change to “for”.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	N29
	5.10
ProSe ( 5.10.6     Direct Discovery announcement
	In the following sentence there is not check for discTxResources being set to ue-Selected:

3>
else if the UE is configured with discTxPoolDedicated:
	1/ 2
	We should check that discTxResources is set to ue-Selected in the procedure.
[QC] This is not necessary as discTxPoolDedicated can only be configured under the CHOICE ue-selected.
	ProSe CR

	N30
	5.10
ProSe ( 5.10.6     Direct Discovery announcement
	In the action text for when poolSelection is set to rsrpBased or not, the list name mentioned is incorrect.
	1
	Change discTxPoolDedicated to poolToAddModList.
[QC] Pool AddMod and Release behaviours should be defined in general for discovery and communication. The UE may have to maintan a variable containing a pool.
Rap2: Regarding the QC remark: note that section 5.10.6 handles the transmission i.e. mainly specifying which resources are used. The handling of the dedicated configuration is specified in 5.3.10.x.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-48
	5.10.6
	“If” is incorrect in statements:

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcement is suitable as defined in TS 36.304 [4]:

2> If the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED (PCell is used for ProSe Direct Discovery announcement):


	1
	Change to “if”, two occurances.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-49
	5.10.6
	The text in parantheses is redundant.

2> If the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED (PCell is used for ProSe Direct Discovery announcement):


	1
	Remove the text.

2> If the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED (PCell is used for ProSe Direct Discovery announcement):

Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification.
( No change. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	ERI-50
	5.10.6
	Wrong format in statement:

3>
if the UE is configured with with discTxResources set to scheduled:

...”set to” should not be in italics.
	1
	Change the statement to:

3>
if the UE is configured with with discTxResources set to scheduled:
[QC] Should also remove the duplicated “with”.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-51
	5.10.6
	The random function should be clarified. In this section there are two instances where an entry is to be randomly selected from a list:

5>
randomly select an entry of discTxPoolDedicated:

...and...

5>
randomly select an entry of discTxPoolCommon:

In other parts of the specification it is clarified that the random function uses a uniform distribution. Such a clarification could be used here as well.
	2
	There are several ways to solve this:

We could add text mimicking a similar statement dealing with random access in 36.321:

When selecting entries randomly, the random function shall be such that each of the allowed selections can be chosen with equal probability.
Or change the statements to:

5>
randomly select an entry of discTxPoolDedicated, where the random function shall be such that each of the allowed selections can be chosen with equal probability:
Or, since the RRC specification refers to the uniform distribution in section 5.3.3.11: 

5>
select a random entry uniformly distributed in randomly select an entry of discTxPoolDedicated:

This applies to both statements.

Rap: Fine to add ‘uniformly distributed’
[QC] Fine either way.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-52
	5.10.6
	The text in parantheses is redundant:

2>
else if T300 is not running (UE in idle, announcing via serving cell):
	1
	Remove the text.

2>
else if T300 is not running (UE in idle, announcing via serving cell):
Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification.
	-

	ERI-53
	5.10.6
	This text is wrong. It should be the same text as for the case when transmitting in RRC_CONNECTED.

4>
transmit the ProSe Direct Discovery announcement, using the pool of resources indicated by discTxPoolCommon, as specified in TS 36.321 [6];
	1
	Change the text to:

4>
transmit the ProSe Direct Discovery announcement, using the selected pool of resources, as specified in TS 36.321 [6]:
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	N31
	5.10
ProSe ( 5.10.7.1    General
	SLSS is mentioned as SideLink Synchronisation Sequence but in other places (e.g. field description for disc-SLSS) it is mentioned as SideLink Synchronisation Signal
	1
	Be consistent in the use of the acronym everywhere.
[QC] It is SideLink Synchronisation Signal according to section 9.7 in TS36.211
	ProSe CR

	ERI-54
	5.10.7.2
	The word “Discovery” is missing in the following statement:

A UE capable of SLSS transmission shall, when transmitting ProSe Direct announcements in accordance with 5.10.6 and when the following conditions are met:


	1
	Change the statement to

A UE capable of SLSS transmission shall, when transmitting ProSe Direct Discovery announcements in accordance with 5.10.6 and when the following conditions are met:
[QC] Fine (same as HUA40)

	ProSe CR

	ERI-55
	5.10.7.2
	According to the following text if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and syncSourceControl is not configured, then SLSS is transmitted, but MasterInformationBlock-SL is not transmitted. Is that the intended behaviour? 

Ourv iew is that MIB should be transmitted.

A UE capable of ProSe Direct Communication that is configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication shall:

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication is suitable as defined in TS 36.304 [4]; or

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria, as defined in TS 36.304 [4], and the conditions to support ProSe Direct Communication in limited service state as specified in TS 23.303 [N, 4.5.x] are fulfilled:

2>
if syncSourceControl is configured and set to TRUE;

3>
transmit SLSS in accordance with 5.10.7.3 and TS 36.211 [21];


	2/ 3
	Change the statements to

A UE capable of ProSe Direct Communication that is configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication shall:

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication is suitable as defined in TS 36.304 [4]; or

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria, as defined in TS 36.304 [4], and the conditions to support ProSe Direct Communication in limited service state as specified in TS 23.303 [N, 4.5.x] are fulfilled:

2>
if syncSourceControl is configured and set to TRUE;

3>
transmit SLSS in accordance with 5.10.7.3 and TS 36.211 [21];

3>
transmit the MasterInformationBlock-SL message, in the same subframe as SLSS, and in accordance with 5.10.7.4;
Rap: Considered to be a clear mistake. Suggest to simply add the statement
[QC] Agree this is an omission.
ERI: We are fine with the proposal from the rapporteur.
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	ERI-56
	5.10.7.2
	The text in parentheses is redundant.

1>
else (out of coverage):
	1
	Remove the text in the parantheses.

1>
else (out of coverage):
Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification.
( No change. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	HUA40
	5.10.7.2
	A UE capable of SLSS transmission shall, when transmitting ProSe Direct announcements in accordance with 5.10.6 and when the following conditions are met:

Change “Prose Direct announcements” to “ProSe Direct Discovery announcements”
	1
	Change “Prose Direct announcements” to “ProSe Direct Discovery announcements”
[QC] Fine (same as ERI54)
	ProSe CR

	HUA41
	5.10.7.2
	1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcement is suitable as defined in TS 36.304 [4]:

2>
the syncSourceControl is configured and set to TRUE; or

2>
the syncSourceControl is not configured; and syncTxThreshIC is included in SystemInformationBlockType19; and the RSRP measurement of the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcements is below the value of syncTxThreshIC:

3>
transmit SLSS in accordance with 5.10.7.3 and TS 36.211 [21];

The condition “If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Discovery announcement is suitable as defined in TS 36.304” relates to IDLE state.
However, the syncSourceControl is only configured for connected UEs.
	2
	Propose to have two separate procedures for IDLE and CONNECTED states respectively.

Rap: See no need for change as the use of these criteria is the same as used for Comm tranmission, see 5.10.4. Note that in 5.10.4 these criteria are specified also for connected, and not restricted to the case transmission is via another cell than PCell.

CATT> Agree with Rap.
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur. But we found “if” is missing in those conditions.
ERI: It might be good to review the conditions for in/out of coverage in general. (See Sa.19).
Hua: It is also a little confusing to us for comm. Transmission part. We would see the  views from other companies. If needed, we would like to provide Text proposal.
ALU: Agree with Huawei that it maybe better to split connected from idle mode.
( For now only add missing ‘if’ in conditions. If there are further concerns, a separate contribution is recommended (may be handled in conjunction with Sa.19)

	ProSe CR/ TDoc Hua (relates to Sa.19)

	Sa.19
	5.10.7.2/ 3/ 4
	Conditions regarding in/ out of coverage are repeated (i.e. same as in 5.10.4/ 6)
	2/ 3
	It is probably possilble to simplify the specification. Seems best to handle this seperately (i.e. some discussion may be needed regarding what to cover by the general clause, and where it would be specified (e.g. 36.304?)

Rap: Although it seems good to have some discussion about the way forward,  a separate paper seems disirable.
[QC] We understood no functional change is proposed. Agree that it can be handled with a separate paper.
ERI: We agree with this issue. In a previous discussion we suggested the following procedure to be added to 36.331:

5.X.3a
Direct Communication cell selection

A UE capable of Prose Direct Communication that is configured by upper layers to receive or transmit Prose Direct Communication shall:

1> Perform cell detection on the carrier pre-configured (freqBandIndicator in ProsePreconfiguration, see 9.x) for Prose Direct Communication as defined in [REF]

1>
If the UE detects at least one cell on the pre-configured carrier that meets the S-criteria as defined in TS 36.304 [4]:

2>
select a cell for Prose Direct Communication as defined in TS 36.304 [4]

2>
if the cell selected for Prose Direct Communication is not a suitable cell according to 36.306 [4];

3>
if the UE is not in limited service state for Prose as specified in TS 23.303 [N, 4.5.x]:

4>
consider no cell to be selected for Prose Direct Communication (out of coverage operation for Prose Direct Communication)
1>
else:

2>
consider no cell to be selected for Prose Direct Communication (out of coverage operation for Prose Direct Communication)
Parts of this procedure could also be placed in 36.304, but maybe something like this would address this issue or be used as starting point for the discussion?

( No change for now. A separate contribution to RAN2#89 is recommended. Seems desirable to have some general discussion regarding the way forward during the Ad Hoc
	TDoc, Sam?

	Sa.20
	5.10.7.2
	It may be desirable to clarify that in case of network control, SLSS transmission is performed even during SC periods in which the UE does not transmit Comm
	1
	A note may be considered
[QC] We believe it is already clear in 5.10.7.2.
ERI: Is a note really necessary? We think this is quite clearly captured in the following statements.

A UE capable of ProSe Direct Communication that is configured by upper layers to transmit Direct Communication shall:

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication is suitable as defined in TS 36.304 [4]; or

1> If the cell used to transmit ProSe Direct Communication meets the S-criteria, as defined in TS 36.304 [4], and the conditions to support ProSe Direct Communication in limited service state as specified in TS 23.303 [N, 4.5.x] are fulfilled:

2>
if syncSourceControl is configured and set to TRUE;

3>
transmit SLSS in accordance with 5.10.7.3 and TS 36.211 [21];

( No change (does not seem needed)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-57
	5.10.7.3
	The following statement can be clarified, e.g., referencing to “prevoius bullet” might be dangerous in case some new bullets are added.

2>
select the subframe in which to transmit the SLSS according to the received sync-OffsetIndicator included in the same entry of commSyncConfig/ discSyncConfig as used to select the SLSS (i.e. according to previous bullet);


	2
	Change the statement to:

2>
select the subframe in which to transmit the SLSS according to the received sync-OffsetIndicator corresponding to the selected SLSSID included in the same entry of commSyncConfig/ discSyncConfig as used to select the SLSS (i.e. according to previous bullet);

Rap: Simplification seems possible
[QC] The suggestion above looks good.
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	ERI-58
	5.10.7.3
	The text in parentheses is redundant.

1>
else (out of coverage on ProSe carrier)


	1
	Remove the text in parentheses and add a colon (:).

1>
else (out of coverage on ProSe carrier):
Rap: See no need to change. Seems useful informative text. Similar approach used in several other cases
[QC] The current text is technically correct and provides useful clarification. The addition of a colon is needed.
( No change, other than adding colon. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	ERI-59
	5.10.7.3, 5.10.7.6
	The abbreviation “MIB-SL” should be written out.
	1
	Change “MIB-SL” to “MasterInformationBlock-SL”, four occurances.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-60, Sa.23
	5.10.7.3
	Wrong reference proseConfigGeneral  in statement:

3>
select the subframe in which to transmit the SLSS according to the sync-OffsetIndicator1 or sync-OffsetIndicator2 included in the preconfigured ProSe parameters (proseConfigGeneral in ProsePreconfiguration defined in 9.x), such that the subframe timing is different from the SLSS of the selected SyncRef UE;

Sync-OffsetIndicator1 and sync-OffsetIndicator2 are defined in proseConfigSync.
	1
	Change to “proseConficSync”. Three occurances.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-61
	5.10.7.3
	Reference to TS 36.211 is missing in statement

3>
select the SLSSID from the set defined for out of coverage having an index that is 168 more than the index of the SLSSID of the selected SyncRef UE;

In a preceding statement a reference to TS 36.211 is added to the out of coverage indices.
	1
	Add a reference to TS 36.211.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-62
	5.10.7.3
	The text in parentheses should be clarified:

2>
else (no SyncRef UE selected):
	1
	Change the text to

2>
else if (no SyncRef UE selected):
Rap: See no need to change. Similar approach used in several other cases
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur
( No change. If there are general concerns with this kind of construct, a separate contribution adressing the different cases is recommended (see N19)
	- (cover by N19?)

	ERI-63
	5.10.7.3
	The following statements contains text about the UE making random choices. Does that need clarification about the properties of the random function? (see ERI 38).

3>
arbitrarily select a SLSSID from the set of sequences defined for out of coverage, see TS 36.211 [21];

3>
select the subframe in which to transmit the SLSS according to the sync-OffsetIndicator1 or sync-OffsetIndicator2 included in the preconfigured ProSe parameters (proseConfigGeneral in ProsePreconfiguration defined in 9.x);

“Arbitrary” is not a word previously used in RRC. If the intention is to leave this selection completely to the UE implementation, then we can state that.
	2
	Change the text to

3>
arbitrarily randomly select a SLSSID from the set of sequences defined for out of coverage, see TS 36.211 [21], where the random function shall be such that each of the allowed selections can be chosen with equal probability;

3>
select the subframe in which to transmit the SLSS according to the sync-OffsetIndicator1 or sync-OffsetIndicator2 included in the preconfigured ProSe parameters (proseConfigGeneral in ProsePreconfiguration defined in 9.x);
Rap: Fine to add ‘uniformly distributed’
[QC] Fine. The same approach should be taken as in ERI-51
( Change/ add uniformly distributed (as for ERI-51)
	ProSe CR

	Sa.21
	5.10.7.3
	The current specification allows a UE transmitting Communication to use Sync configurations inlcuded in SIB19. It seems appropriate to restrict this to Sync configurations in SIB18. Same remark applies for UEs transmitting Discovry announcements
	2
	Introduce a restriction that the UE shall use the sync configurations from the SIB used for the corresponding transmission
[QC] Agree to adding a restriction.
( Change as suggested

	ProSe CR

	Sa.22
	5.10.7.3
	Part of the condition in the bullet 2 preceeding the no SyncRef UE selected case seems not needed (could be in brackets and rephrased)
	1
	Can remove the highlighted part in:

2> if the UE has a selected SyncRef UE and inCoverage in the MIB-SL received from this UE is set to FALSE
[QC] Fine
ERI: We are not sure exactly which line is referred to, and they all look very similar so we would like to be very clear. Is this the line you refer to?

2>
else if the UE has a selected SyncRef UE and inCoverage in the MIB-SL received from this UE is set to FALSE:

If so, then the proposed changes can be accepted as the other cases (e.g. when inCoverage is set to TRUE) are processed earlier.
( Change the bullet copied by ERI as suggested (i.e. remove the part form ‘and’)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-64
	5.10.7.4
	Wrong reference in statement

3>
set tdd-SubframeAssignment to the value representing the same meaning as of tdd-SubframeAssignment that is included in tdd-Config in the received SystemInformationBlockType1;

The field in tdd-config is called subframeAssignment.
	1
	Change the text to:

3>
set tdd-SubframeAssignment to the value representing the same meaning as of tdd-SsubframeAssignment that is included in tdd-Config in the received SystemInformationBlockType1;
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-65
	5.10.7.4
	The statement

1>
if the UE has a selected SyncRef UE:

...should be clarified with an “else”, otherwise one might think that the UE can be both in coverage and select a SyncRef UE. This does not see to be the case in section 5.10.7.3.
	2
	Change the statement to

1>
else if the UE has a selected SyncRef UE (as defined in 5.10.7.6):
[QC] Fine, though it is already clear from 5.10.7.3 in what condition the UE selects SyncRef UE….
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	ERI-66
	5.10.7.4
	The statement

1>
else:

Could be clarified that this is the case when no SyncRef UE is selected (see ERI 49).
	2
	Change the text to

1>
else if no SyncRef UE selected:
[QC] Fine. Assume it is the last “else” in the section.
Rap2: The addition is redundant, but as for other cases we may add ‘(no no SyncRef UE selected)’ – related to N19
	ProSe CR
(relates to N19)

	ERI-67
	5.10.7.4
	We think this statement is not sufficiently precise. Sesion 5.10.7.3 does not really explain how to set the frame numbers.

1>
set directFrameNumber and directSubFrameNumber according to the subframe used to transmit the SLSS, as specified in 5.10.7.3;


	2/ 3
	Discuss how to set these.

Rap: It seems good to have some discussion. If inconclusive  a separate paper seems disirable.
[QC] Should be covered in ERI-119.
ERI: We intend to provide something to the ASN.1 ad hoc meeting.
( No change. If companies see a need to add further specification (fields set by the UE are normally handled mainly in procedural specification), a contribution should be provided
	-  TDoc, Eri

	Sa.24
	5.10.7.4
	It is specified that the UE can relay field sync-InfoReserved from any syncConfig entry including such a field. Is there a need to restrict this to the entry from which SLSS (and possibly one or more other parameters) was selected 
	1
	Introduce a restriction that the UE shall use the corresponding entry i.e. from which SLSS and other parameters were selected
[QC] Fine.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-68
	5.10.7.5
	The following statement contains some errors.

1>
apply the values of sl-Bandwidth and tdd-ConfigOoC if included in the received MasterInformationBlock-SL message;

1. tdd-Config-OoC should be tdd-SubframeAssignment and this field is always included.

2. the frame numbers should also be applied.
	2
	Change the text to:

1>
apply the values of sl-Bandwidth ,and tdd-SubframeAssignmentConfigOoC, directDrameNumber, and directSubFrameNumber if included in the received MasterInformationBlock-SL message;
[QC] Fine
( Change as suggested
	

	ERI-69
	5.10.7.6
	The term “SLSDD” is not known, possibly a typo for “SLSS” or “SLSS ID”?
	1
	Change to SLSS.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-70
	5.10.7.6
	The term “filterCoefficient” is not in italics.
	1
	Change to filterCoefficient.
	ProSe CR

	ERI-71
	5.10.7.6
	syncTxThreshOoC is not defined in proseConfigGeneral
	1
	Change from proseConfigGeneral to proseConfigSync.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	Sa.25
	5.10.7.6
	Editorial: SLSDD should be SLSS or SLSS ID
	1
	Correct
[QC] Fine (same as ERI-69).
	ProSe CR

	Sa.26
	5.10.7.6
	Field syncTxThreshOoC is part of proseConfigSync rather than of proseConfigGeneral
	1
	Correct
[QC] Fine (same as ERI-71).
	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.2.1 General message structure

	ERI-72
	SBCH-SL-BCH-Message class
	SBCH-SL-BCH message class is intended for the PC5 interface but the message class is defined in the same module as Uu message classes which suggests that it should be possible to send SBCH-SL-BCH messages also over the Uu interface (which is not the intention) and more importantly the message class needs to be implemented by eNBs even though the PC5 messages are intended to be used by UEs only. It is diffcult from eNB software development point of view  to avoid any impacts of this new message class unless a new module is defined. There is a separate module for inter-eNB messages since they do not need to be implemented by UEs and similarly there is a separate module for UE variables because they do not need to be implemented by eNBs. The same argument is equally valid for PC5 messages.
	2/ 3
	Introduce a new module and (sub)clause for PC5 message class(es) and PC5 logical and transport channels. Otherwise the message class and its associated channels needs to be implemented by the network side which is not in agreement with the ProSe architecture because PC5 is not terminated in the eNB. The details and exact location of the module could be discussed but one possible solution is to introduce the PC5 module before the RRC EUTRA-RRC-Definitions module because the new module cannot be easily placed in the middle of another module and not in end of the RRC EUTRA-RRC-Definitions module either because nobody knows where (and when) the RRC EUTRA-RRC-Definitions module may (finally) end since it will still evolve. Here is a proposal how the module could look like. 

General PC5 message structure

· EUTRA-RRC-PC5-Definitions

This ASN.1 segment is the start of the E‑UTRA RRC PC5 PDU definitions.
-- ASN1START

EUTRA-RRC-PC5-Definitions DEFINITIONS AUTOMATIC TAGS ::=

BEGIN

-- ASN1STOP

SBCH-SL-BCH-Message
The SBCH-SL-BCH-Message class is the set of RRC messages that may be sent via SL-BCH on the SBCH logical channel over PC5 interface.
-- ASN1START

SBCH-SL-BCH-Message ::= SEQUENCE {


messageSBCH-SL-BCH-MessageType

}

SBCH-SL-BCH-MessageType ::= 



MasterInformationBlock-SL

-- ASN1STOP

– End of EUTRA-PC5-RRC-Definitions

-- ASN1START
END

-- ASN1STOP

In addition, PC5 messages should be included in this module (and  not mxed up with Uu messages) and possibly constants and informatin elements needs to be imported in the same manner as for the EUTRA-UE-Variables and EUTRA-InterNodeDefinitions modules.

Rap: It is already so that UE and E-UTRAN are not required to support the entire ASN.1 i.e. ASN.1 related to functionality that is not mandatory to support in a release. It would be good to have some discussion about whether for this particular functionality there is a real need for a separate module. If not conclusive, a separate paper may be desirable
[QC] Agree to the rapporteur’s suggestion (treat in a separate paper). Seems a matter-of-taste issue. Fine either way.
ERI: A separate paper will be presented either in the ad hoc meeting or in the February meeting in Athens.
( No change. If companies still prefer to introduce a new module, a paper to the Ad Hoc illustrating the details is recommended
	-, TDoc, Eri

	ERI-73
	SBCH-SL-BCH-Message
	This message cannot be easily extended. As ProSe will evolve in Rel-13, an extension of this message cannot be precluded. However, that might come at a cost at L1 which cannot be paid. In that case a non-extensible design must be accepted.
	2
	Consider an extendable design, if possible.

Rap: We have one message BCH also. If really needed, additional messages could be provided via other channel? If change is considered needed, please indicate. If so,  a separate paper seems disirable
[QC] RAN1 requested to add the reserved bits for future extension. The intention was to obtain the fixed size of the message. The same approach was taken for the existing MIB. So we do not see the need of doing anything additional.
( No change. If companies still prefer to introduce additional extension options, a paper to the Ad Hoc illustrating the details is recommended
	-, TDoc XX?

	ERI-74, N32, QC.1, Sa.29
	SBCH-SL-BCH-Message
	Incorrect text: The following statement is wrong.

The SBCH-SL-BCH-Message class is the set of RRC messages that may be sent from the E‑UTRAN to the UE via SL-BCH on the SBCH logical channel.

This message is sent from one UE to another UE.

 
	1
	Change the statement to:

The SBCH-SL-BCH-Message class is the set of RRC messages that may be sent from the UEE‑UTRAN to the UE via SL-BCH on the SBCH logical channel.
[QC] Fine

	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.2.2 Message definitions

	N33
	6.2.2 ( Logged Measurement Configuration
	This message description is a bit misleading: The LoggedMeasurementConfiguration message is used by E-UTRAN to configure the UE to perform logging of measurement results while in RRC_IDLE and to perform logging of measurement results for MBSFN while in both RRC_IDLE and RRC_CONNECTED

It seems to indicate that the message can be used for non-MBSFN logging  AND MBSFN logging jointly, which is not the case. 
	1
	Replace the “and” by “or”.

The LoggedMeasurementConfiguration message is used by E-UTRAN to configure the UE to perform logging of measurement results while in RRC_IDLE or to perform logging of measurement results for MBSFN while in both RRC_IDLE and RRC_CONNECTED
CATT> No strong view. The procedural text in 5.6.6.1 aslo needs to be changed accordingly.
( Change as suggested (seems correct)
	General CR

	INT8
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration field descriptions: The field description for targetMBSFN-AreaList in 6.2.2 states: 
targetMBSFN-AreaList
Used to indicate logging of MBSFN measurements and further restrict the area and frequencies for which the UE performs measurement logging for MBSFN. If both MBSFN area id and carrier frequency are present, a specific MBSFN area is indicated. If only carrier frequency is present, all MBSFN areas on that carrier frequency are indicated. If there is no entry in the list, any MBSFN area is indicated
So for the use case to perform MBSFN meas logging in “any MBSNF area”, I assume this means that the OPTIONAL targetMBSFN-AreaList IE must be present (encoded) but empty (SIZE 0 is allowed)?
However, it is a bit of an unusual approach for RRC where 0 size lists are used in a number of cases, but not where the 0 size list must be interpreted with some special meaning as in this case (i.e. the special meaning being 'any MBSFN area'). A more explcit way would be to have a choice structure between 'any MBSFN area' (which would be NULL) and 'configured agrea' (which would be a sequence of 1..8 MBFSN areas).
	2
	Discuss the structure of targetMBSFN-AreaList.
Rap: Assume we keep the existing approach, unless there is large support to introduce another/ explict way to indicate ‘allAreas’ e.g. by a choice
CATT> Not sure if the current structure has any problem. And also not sure if RRC has any convention of  not  using an empty list.
Hua: allAreas might be cleaner.
( No change (note that no TAs/ cells also means all). If there are real concerns, companies should bring a paper
	-

	Sa.30, ZTI.3
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration, targetMBSFN-AreaList
	Need OP seems more appropriate for targetMBSFN-AreaList i.e. action upon absence it specified by procedural specification

(Note that same applies for original field areaConfiguration. Note also that we don’t have reconfiguration)
	2
	Change to need OP
CATT> From the procedural text in 5.6.7.2,  “The UE shall initiate the procedure upon receiving a logged measurement configuration in another RAT. The UE shall also initiate the procedure upon power off or detach.” It is not clear if the UE shall discard the logged measurement configuration while receiving another logged measurement configuraiton in the same RAT. And the Need code for the areaConfiguration is also OR.
Rap2: Change to OP (note that 5.6.6.3 clarifies that upon receipt of the message the existing configuration is discarded)
	General CR

	Sa.31
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration, MBSFN-AreaId
	Define IE for MBSFN-AreaId (i.e. used mutliple times)
	1
	Include (In ASN.1 of IE MBSFN-AreaInfoList)
	General CR

	LG.15
	LoggedMeasurementConfiguration (and MeasResultListMBSFN)
	Use the defined constant


	1
	Replace ‘8’ by ‘maxMBSFN-Area’ in LoggedMeasurementConfiguration
Replace ‘8’ by ‘maxMBSFN-Area’ in MeasResultListMBSFN-r12
	General CR

	ZTE.4, Sa.32
	MBSFNAreaConfiguration, pmch-InfoListExt
	Need code is required
	1
	Add need OR (as generally used for system information)
	General CR

	ERI-87
	ProseUEInformation
	ProseUEInformation message : Field descriptions are not in alphabetical order.
	1
	Sort the field descriptions in alphabetical order.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-88
	ProseUEInformation
	ProseUEInformation message: In the table of field descriptions, discInterest should be named discRxInterest.
	1
	Change the name accordingly.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-89, Sa.33
	ProseUEInformation
	ProseUEInformation message: commTxResourceReq should have a field description.
	1
	Add field description.
[QC] Agree. The text can be “indicates the frequency on which the UE is interested to transmit ProSe Direct Communication and the ProSe Direct Communication transmission destination(s) for which the UE requests E-UTRAN to assign dedicated resources”
( Change as suggested by QC
	ProSe CR

	HUA43
	ProseUEInformation, commRxInterestedFreq/ commTxResourceReq
	ProseUEInformation-r12-IEs ::=
SEQUENCE {


commRxInterestedFreq-r12

ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9


OPTIONAL,


commTxResourceReq-r12


ProseCommTxResourceReq-r12
OPTIONAL,


discRxInterest-r12



ENUMERATED {true}


OPTIONAL,


discTxResourceReq-r12


INTEGER (1..63)



OPTIONAL,


lateNonCriticalExtension

OCTET STRING



OPTIONAL,


nonCriticalExtension


SEQUENCE {}




OPTIONAL

}

ProseCommTxResourceReq-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {


carrierFreq-r12




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9


OPTIONAL,


proseDestinationInfoList-r12
ProseDestinationInfoList-r12

}

As stated aboved, for ProSe communication, there is only one frequency for the UE to transmit and to receive.
	2
	Change “commRxInterestedFreq-r12” to “commInterestedFreq-r12”.

Remove “carrierFreq-r12




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9
” IE from ProseCommTxResourceReq-r12.
Rap: I understand that so far we have kept Rx and Tx independent as there could be applications doing only Rx or only Tx. I assume we stick to this
[QC] Also see HUA36.
We agree that the frequency for transmission and reception should be the same when both commRxInterestedFreq and commTxResourceReq are included. There are two alternatives.

1) Keep the current structure and add in the field description that the frequencies included in commRxInterestedFreq and commTxResourceReq shall be the same
2) Introduce common field for indicating frequency
We propose the option 1) above.
( No change but add clarification to procedural (as concluded for HUA34)
	-

	QC.8
	ProseUEInformation
	ProseCommTxResourceReq-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {


carrierFreq-r12




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9


OPTIONAL,


proseDestinationInfoList-r12
ProseDestinationInfoList-r12
}
	1
	Add indentation before the definition ProseDestinationInfoList-r12.
	ProSe CR

	QC.9
	ProseUEInformation
	Field description of discTxResourceReq
It does not seem to capture the RAN2 agreement sufficiently.
	1
	Modify the sentence as follows.

Indicates the number of resources requested required by the UE for ProSe Direct Discovery announcement every discovery period.
NOTE: RAN2 agreement as captured in the chairman’s minutes from 87bis below.

“UE indicates how many distinct discovery information it wants to transmit (i.e. how many resources are required by the UE every discovery period) in the ProSe Direct Discovery Indication to eNB.”

	ProSe CR

	ERI-82
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, SCG-Configuration-r12
	In SCG-Configuration-r12 IE definition the scg-ConfigPartSCG and scg-ConfigPartMCG are missing -r12 suffix
	1
	Add the missing suffix

SCG-Configuration-r12 ::=


CHOICE {


release







NULL,


setup







SEQUENCE {


scg-ConfigPartMCG-r12



SEQUENCE {




scg-Counter-r12





INTEGER (0.. 65535)


OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est4



powerCoordinationInfo-r12


PowerCoordinationInfo-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est



...



}















OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est6


scg-ConfigPartSCG-r12




SCG-ConfigPartSCG-r12 

OPTIONAL
-- Cond SCG-Est5

}

}


	General/ DC CR

	HUA45
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, PSCell
	The naming for PScell addition IE does not reflect its functionality. Should be similar to SCell. 
	1
	Suggest:

PSCellToAddMod-r12 ::=




SEQUENCE {


sCellIndex-r12





SCellIndex-r10,


cellIdentification-r12



SEQUENCE {



physCellId-r12





PhysCellId,



dl-CarrierFreq-r12




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9


}
















OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCellAdd

radioResourceConfigCommonPSCell-r12

RadioResourceConfigCommonPSCell-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCellAdd


radioResourceConfigDedicatedPSCell-r12
RadioResourceConfigDedicatedPSCell-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCellAdd2


...

}

psCellToAddMod-r12
PSCellToAddMod-r12

OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est

	General/ DC CR

	N38
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration ( SCG-Configuration-r12
	The use of SCG configuration / release / change is misleading: the definition of those terms refer to the presence of the IE they qualify.
In 5.3.10.10, we state the following:
1>
if the received scg-Configuration is set to release or includes the mobilityControlInfoSCG (SCG release/ change):

2>
if mobilityControlInfo is not received (SCG release/ change without HO):
[…]

2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the scg-Counter (SCG establishment/ change):
[…]

2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the mobilityControlInfoSCG (SCG change):
	3
	Have a proper definition of SCG establishment, Change, Release.

See two examples below in N39 and N40.

Rap: It seems the main issue concerns the use of conditions. It indeed seems that several conditions are rather descriptive or even circular. It seems beneficial to have a general discussion, as proposed for Sa.4. Thas should in particilar cover the case of SCG configuration fields

Rap: Note that SCG change is briefly defined in 5.3.1.3, and is proposed to be elaborated (see Sa.3/ 6/ 36)
CATT> We assume the content included in the bracket is just informative. The UE behaviors would just follow the signaling. One another way would be to remove it if companies see this is confusing.
Nokia Networks> We plan to bring a contribution on this.
Hua: see our comments on SA.4. In addition, as described in 5.3.1.3, SCG change definitely does not contain SCG establishment.
( No change now, but discuss as part of Sa.4
	(cover by Sa.4)

	HUA42
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, proseSyncConfig
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration-v12xy-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


wlan-OffloadDedicated-r12



CHOICE {


release 







NULL,



setup








SEQUENCE {




wlan-OffloadConfig-r12



WLAN-OffloadConfig-r12,



t350-r12







ENUMERATED {min5, min10, min20, min30, min60,












 min120, min180, spare1}


OPTIONAL-- Need ON


}

}
















OPTIONAL,

-- Need ON

scg-Configuration-r12



SCG-Configuration-r12

OPTIONAL, 
-- Cond nonFullConfig

proseSyncConfig-r12




ProseSyncConfigDedicated-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON

proseDiscConfig-r12




ProseDiscConfig-r12



OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON

proseCommConfig-r12




ProseCommConfig-r12



OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON


nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}





OPTIONAL

}

proseSyncConfig-r12 is used as a different IE. 
	1
	Change “proseSyncConfig-r12” to “proseSyncConfigDedicated-r12”.
[QC] Fine
ERI: If agreed, ERI-132 and ERI-133 would need to be updated slightly..
( No need to change (might be done, but field is unique and there is no confusion in procedure)
	ProSe CR?

	Sa.36
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, scg-Configuration
	It is currently only possible to use delta signalling upon SCG change. It seems good to clarify this
	1
	A statement could be added in 5.3.1.3
CATT> SCG radio resource reconfiguration (like RLF or MAC) can also use delta signaling.
	Genera/ DC CR

	Sa.37
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, wlan-OffloadDedicated/ wlan-OffloadConfig
	It would be nice is the suffix Common/ Dedicated is used for the corresponding fields (i.e. fields carrying the same content). Currently this is not the case
	2
	Proposal is to rename as follows:

wlan-OffloadDedicated ( wlan-OffloadInfo AND

wlan-OffloadConfig ( wlan-OffloaConfigDedicated
ALu: Was there a typo in the suggestion?  Does not seem right
( Do not change for now, as there seems to be some confusion. Paper detailing the changes may still be brought
	-/ TDoc Sam?

	ALU.22
	–
RRCConnectionReconfiguration
t350-r12







ENUMERATED {min5, min10, min20, min30, min60,








 min120, min180, spare1}


OPTIONAL-- Need ON
	Need code not appropriate.
	2
	Need OR seems more appropriate and it is best to treat it as a configuration parameter similar to other timers.  
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	N34
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration-v12xy-IEs  ( scg-Configuration-r12 ( scg-ConfigPartMCG and ( scg-Counter-r12
 
	Field description of scg-Counter-r12 is missing. 
Also, The field name scg-ConfigPartSCG is missing the suffix –r12
	1
	Field description should  state the purpose of this parameter.

Add suffix “-r12”, i.e. make the IE name as scg-ConfigPartSCG-r12
	General/ DC CR

	ERI-83
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, p-SeNB
	Field describtion for p-SeNB should include a reference to RAN1 specs.
	2
	Check (e.g. with RAN1 delegates) what kind of reference is needed and add the refence to the field description

p-SeNB

Indicates the guaranteed power for the SeNB as specified in 36.3 x x [xx]..
( No change for now (more specific proposal needed)
	-/ TDoc Eri?

	ERI-75
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, Cond SCG-Est3
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration defines a condition SCG-Est3 but the condition is not used in the ASN.1.
	2
	If there are no references to SCG-Est3 in any other specification, remove the unused condition SCG-Est3 and renumber the rest of the conditions, i.e. SCG-Est4, SCG-Est5 and SCG-Est6 as follows

SCG-Est
The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment; otherwise it is optionally present, need ON.

SCG-Est2
The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment and change; otherwise it is not present.
SCG-Est3

The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment including one or more SCG DRBs; it is optionally present upon SCG change, need ON. Otherwise it is not present

SCG-Est43
The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment/ change while one or more SCG DRBs is configured; otherwise it is not present.

SCG-Est54
The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment and change; otherwise it is optionally present, need ON.

SCG-Est65
The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment/ change including one or more SCG DRBs. Otherwise it is optionally present, need ON.
and change the ASN.1 in the following manner

SCG-Configuration-r12 ::=


CHOICE {


release







NULL,


setup







SEQUENCE {


scg-ConfigPartMCG




SEQUENCE {




scg-Counter-r12





INTEGER (0.. 65535)


OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG- Est4Est3



powerCoordinationInfo-r12


PowerCoordinationInfo-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est



...



}















OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est6 Est5


scg-ConfigPartSCG




SCG-ConfigPartSCG-r12 

OPTIONAL
-- Cond SCG- Est5 Est4

}

}

SCG-ConfigPartSCG-r12 ::=


SEQUENCE {


cipheringAlgorithmSCG-r12


CipheringAlgorithm-r12

OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est4Est3

radioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG-r12
RadioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est


sCellToReleaseListSCG-r12


SCellToReleaseList-r10

OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON


psCellToAddMod-r12




PSCell-r12




OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est

sCellToAddModListSCG-r12


SCellToAddModList-r10

OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est


mobilityControlInfoSCG-r12


MobilityControlInfoSCG-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est2

...
}

If the condition SCG-Est3 cannot be removed (i.e. if there are already references to this condition e.g. in other specifications), it could also be voided. 

Rap: I think the condition can simply be removed (see N36)
CATT> Agree with Rap and Ericsson.
( Change i.e. remove SCG-Est3 and renumber (take order into account, see N36)
	General/ DC CR##

	N37, ERI-81, HUA44
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration ( Cond nonFullconfig
	The description of Cond nonFullconfig has duplication of text
	1
	Remove one “handover of” from  the description: 

“The field is not present in case of handover within E-UTRA when the fullConfig is included or in case of handover of handover to E-UTRA;”
	General/ DC CR

	ERI-84
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, sCellToReleaseListSCG
	It should be discussed where to clarify that these fields need to be present in case of SI change for PSCell. Current conditions seem not to be sufficient.

sCellToReleaseListSCG-r12


SCellToReleaseList-r10

OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON

psCellToAddMod-r12




PSCell-r12




OPTIONAL,
-- Cond SCG-Est

	3
	TBD

Rap: Additional conditions may be introduced if we continue the current approach. However, seems good to have some general discussion about conditions, see Sa.4
( No change for  now (conclude as part of Sa.4)

	(cover by Sa.4)

	N35
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration ( SCG-Configuration-r12 (scg-ConfigPartSCG ( sCellToAddModListSCG-R12
	Conditional presence is set to SCG-Est, meaning it is mandatory present for SCG establishment.

However, it is possible (even likely) only PSCell is added when SCG is established, and other SCells can be added later.
	2
	“Need ON” could be sufficient as the field optionality condition since only PSCell is mandatory at SCG establishment.
CATT> Agree with NN.
( Change to ON
	General/ DC CR

	N36
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration ( SCG-Configuration-r12
	Several SCG-EstX conditions in random order in the ASN.1, which makes the specification confusing to read
	2
	Would it be possible to combine some of the 6 different SCG-EstX conditions? Or change the numbering to be in order of appearance in ASN.1?

Rap: Numbering can be updated together with ERI-75. Combining seems related to general discussion in Sa.4
( No change (other than in ERI-75 and as part of Sa.4)
	(cover by Sa.4)

	N39
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration ( SCG-Configuration-r12
Cond SCG-Est2


The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment and change; otherwise it is not present.
	"SCG change" is defined by : 

2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the mobilityControlInfoSCG (SCG change):
This condition (SCG-Est2) applies to " mobilityControlInfoSCG-r12 ".

As a consequence, this is a circular reference: the field is present if it is present.
	3
	Clarify the definition of "SCG change" or the optionality of the field

Rap: see N38
CATT> see N38
( No change now, but discuss/ conclude as part of Sa.4
	(cover by Sa.4)

	N40
	6.2.2 ( RRCConnectionReconfiguration ( SCG-Configuration-r12
Cond SCG-Est5
he field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment and change; otherwise it is optionally present, need ON.
	"SCG change" is defined by : 
2>
if the received scg-Configuration includes the mobilityControlInfoSCG (SCG change):
This condition (SCG-Est5) applies to "scg-ConfigPartSCG" which may contain "mobilityControlInfoSCG-r12"

As a consequence, this is a circular reference: the field is present if it is present and includes another field.


	3
	Clarify the definition of "SCG change" or the optionality of the field

Rap: see N38
CATT> see N38
( No change now, but discuss/ conclude as part of Sa.4
	(cover by Sa.4)

	MTK22
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, SCG Configuration IE
	A bit ugly to have nested IEs with conditional presence on two levels, when the higher level conditional presence does not add to the semantic information. 
	2
	Proposed enhancement: 

Alt1: Change conditional presence “SCG-est5” and “SCG-est6” into contidional presence “nonEmpty”: This IE is present if any of the subordinate IEs are present”, or

Alt2: Remove conditional presence “SCG-est5” and “SCG-est6” and make mandatory instead. 

Rap: I think the current approach follows normal principles (i.e. a condition specifies the need given that the parent is included). The further details are related to the geneal discussion in Sa.4 (and assumed to be covered by that)
( No change now, but can further discuss/ conclude as part of Sa.4
	-/ (cover by Sa.4)

	Sa.34
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, PSCell
	Re-use of condition SCellAdd(2) seems abigous i.e. the concerned fields are mandatory whenever a cell is initially configured as PCell (including release and addition in the same message)
	2
	It may be good to introduce a new condition

Rap: seems related to general discussion in Sa.4
( No change now, but can further discuss/ conclude as part of Sa.4
	(cover by Sa.4)

	Sa.35
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration, scg-ConfigPartMCG
	Condition SCG-Est6 is somewhat ambiguous i.e. it is not so clear that ‘including one or more SCG’ only applies for ‘SCG change’ but not for SCG establishment
	2
	Refrase the condition
CATT> Agree with Samsung.
( Change the condition to the one below (but may be affected by Sa.4)
The field is mandatory present upon SCG establishment as well as upon SCG change while one or more SCG DRBs is configured. Otherwise it is optionally present, need ON
	Genera/ DC CR

	ERI-80
	RRCConnectionSetupComplete, mobilityState
	In RRCConnectionSetupComplete field descriptions the UE mobility state “normal” is according to the field description all other cases than “high” or “medium” whereas the field contain code points for “Normal” and “spare”. Isn’t the UE allowed to also signal “normal” state whenever it is in “normal” mobility state? It is also unclear what does it mean that “otherwise the UE is in normal” state” because the formulation does not result into any kind of actions, e.g. how to populate the field. 
	2
	The field description could be clarified as follows,
mobilityState
This field indicates the UE mobility state (as defined in TS 36.304 5.2.4.3 [4]) just prior to UE going into RRC_CONNECTED state. The values of normal, medium and high respectively correspond to the UE being in Normal-mobility, Medium-mobility and High-mobility states.  Otherwise the UE is in normal state.
 Rap: I assume this is just an editorial improvement (and fine)
[ALU1] No.  The original wording was carefully chosen to take care of the case of what to report where mobility parameters are not configured.
Rap2: It is indeed not entirely clear what the last sentence intends to achieve e.g:
a) that the UE shall consider itself to be in normal state when not in medium or high state

b) that the UE shall report normal when not in Medium-mobility and High-mobility states?
5.3.3.5 states that the UE sets the field to mobility state as defined in .304. I understand that .304 already states that the UE is in Normal-mobility if MSE is not configured. In such case the change proposed by Eri seems correct, so hope can we agree this? (See MTK8)
	General CR?

	N41
	6.2.2 ( SCGFailureInformation ( FailureReportSCG-r12 ( failureType-r12
	Why is failureType-r12 OPTIONAL?
	2
	The failure type should always be available, and the procedural text currently indicates it should always be included. so the IE could as well be mandatory.

 Rap: Originally the message was more general/ extensible for other purposes, but fine to change
CATT> Agree with NN.
( Change as suggested (make mandatory)
	General/ DC CR

	N42
	6.2.2 ( SCGFailureInformation ( FailureReportSCG-r12 ( 
failureType-r12 (page 191)
	Does it make sense to add spare values to failureType-r12 for later extensions?
	2
	Discuss whether spare values should be added for future use.

Rap: Think we don’t define spares for uplink (as no specific E-UTRAN behaviour will be defined related to spares)
CATT> Adding spare would mean that failureType-r12 needs extra bit(s) which are not useful for the legacy UE. Future extention is always possible in this message without spare values.
Nokia Networks> OK.
( No change
	-

	HUA46, ERI-85
	SCGFailureInformation
	Only one field is contained, why do we need high level IE for this one?

measResultNeighCells-r12 SEQUENCE {

 measResultListEUTRA-r12 MeasResultList2EUTRA-r9 OPTIONAL

 },
	2
	measResultNeighCells-r12 
MeasResultList2EUTRA-r9 OPTIONAL
,
( Change as suggested
	General/ DC CR

	ERI-86
	SCGFailureInformation
	SCGFailureInformation message does not have any field descriptions. Is it really so that no field descriptions are needed?
	2
	TBC

Rap: Field descriptions are optional i.e. included if there is something to state e.g. reference to other specs, UE requirements not covered by procedural, E-UTRAN constraints. In this case the procedural specification seems sufficient
CATT> In section 5.6.x, the procedural text has already defined how the UE sets the contents of  the message.
( No change
	-

	ERI-79
	SystemInformationBlockType1, q-QualMinWB
	In the field description of q-QualMinWB the text "Otherwise, the UE applies tghe value of q-Qualmin instead" is deleted. Even though the behaviour that is captured in the deleted text is not relevant for those Rel-12 UEs that have this measurement capability, the behaviour is still valid and standard compliant for a Rel-11 UE. Since the measurements on all symbols is an optional capabiilty, all Rel-12 UEs do not necessarily support such measurements. Accordingly, such Rel-12 UEs that do not support these measurements may have different behavior than Rel-11 UEs. Hence, there is a risk for inconsistent UE behaviour which is undesirable.
	2
	Change the field description such that it maintains the Rel-11 behaviour untouched without still changing the intention of the Rel-12 CR, e.g. change the CR text from the following

q-QualMinWB

If this field is present and the q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols is absent, the UE shall, when performing RSRQ measurements, use a wider bandwidth in accordance with TS 36.133 [16] and apply the value of this field for the parameter “Qqualmin” in TS 36.304 [4]. Otherwise, the UE applies the value of q-Qualmin instead.
to the text below, which is somewhat longer but it does not change the legacy behaviour,

q-QualMinWB

If this field is present and the q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols is absent, the UE shall, when performing RSRQ measurements, use a wider bandwidth in accordance with TS 36.133 [16] and apply the value of this field for the parameter “Qqualmin” in TS 36.304 [4]. Otherwise, the UE applies the value of q-Qualmin instead unless the q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols is present.
Rap: Seems this can be covered by Sa.41
ERI: Agreed, can be covered by Sa.41.
Hua:Fine with this change.
( No change (covered by Sa.41)
	(Cover by Sa.41)

	Sa.41
	SIB1, q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols & q-QualMinWB
	It is not entirely clear which q-QualMin field(s) the UE applies i.e. that this depends on its capabiliies

It is also not entirely clear that UE applies WB whenever the WB parameter is present

(E-UTRAN may transmit all 3 fields)
	2
	Separate the text on use of WB/ all symbols from the text on which q-QualMin to apply.

Might be good to introduce a note to clarify the UE applies the q-QualMin fields in the following order of priority: both (onAllSymbols and WG), q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols, q-QualMinWB, q-QualMin. This note could then be referenced in all field descriptions

Rap: relates/ can cover to ERI-79 & LG.18
LG: General clarification seems to be helpful. Need to add ‘depending on UE capability’ in Samsung’s suggested sentence.
Hua:It is the possible to have a general descripton, however the priority is mandatory, not recommendation. Therefore Note is not suitable.
( Change as suggested (Notes in tables are mandatory). Some discussion is required as this is partly a legacy issue (WB was introduced in REL-11. Do a backwards shadow of the same approach?)
	General CR. TBC

	INT9
	SystemInformationBlockType1
	SystemInformationBlockType1 message:

"category0Allowed-r12" IE is defined as Need OR, however it is not aligned with UE's action upon its absence is defined in section 5.2.2.7.


	1
	Define this new IE as need OP:
SystemInformationBlockType1-v12xy-IEs ::=
SEQUENCE {


cellAccessRelatedInfo-v12xy




SEQUENCE {



category0Allowed-r12





ENUMERATED {true}

OPTIONAL
-- Need OP

},


	General CR

	INT10
	SystemInformationBlockType1
	SystemInformationBlockType1 field descriptions: in the field description of category0Allowed the reference of the category 0 UE definition is missing.
	1
	Update field description of category0Allowed as follows:
category0Allowed

The presence of this field indicates that category 0 UEs as defined in TS 36.306 [5] are allowed to access the cell.
LG: In the procedure text (5.2.2.7) it is alreay stated that ‘if the UE is a category 0 UE according to 36.306 [5]’ so the addition seem not essential .
[ALU1] Do we need to define and reference cat 0 everywhere?
( No change (seems sufficient to just reference from UE capabilities)
	-

	ZTE.5
	UECapabilityEnquiry
	Need code “Need ON” should be added for IE requestedFrequencyBands-r11.
	2
	UECapabilityEnquiry-v1180-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


requestedFrequencyBands-r11


SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..16)) OF FreqBandIndicator-r11






OPTIONAL, -- Need ON

nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}






OPTIONAL

}

-----------------------from the draft 36331-- End---------------------

[ZTE] The need code for “requestedFrequencyBands-r11” is missing, and need code “Need ON” should be added.
Hua, ALU: isnot it a rel 11 issue?
( No change (legacy, out of scope)
	General CR

	ZTE.6
	UECapabilityInformation, ue-RadioPagingInfo
	The IE ue-RadioPagingInfo-r12 should be included in IE UE-EUTRA-Capability-v12xy-IEs instead of UECapabilityInformation-v12xy-IEs.
	2/ 3
	UECapabilityInformation-v8a0-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


lateNonCriticalExtension


OCTET STRING





OPTIONAL,

nonCriticalExtension



UECapabilityInformation-v12xy-IEs
OPTIONAL

}

UECapabilityInformation-v12xy-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


ue-RadioPagingInfo-r12



UE-RadioPagingInfo-r12



OPTIONAL,

nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}






OPTIONAL

}

-----------------------from the draft 36331-- End---------------------

[ZTE] As a LTE only capablity, we think the IE ue-RadioPagingInfo-r12 should be included in IE UE-EUTRA-Capability-v12xy-IEs instead of UECapabilityInformation-v12xy-IEs.
UE-EUTRA-Capability-v12xy-IEs ::=
SEQUENCE {


phyLayerParameters-v12xy


PhyLayerParameters-v12xy



OPTIONAL,


rf-Parameters-v12xy




RF-Parameters-v12xy





OPTIONAL,

rlc-Parameters-r12




RLC-Parameters-r12





OPTIONAL,


ue-BasedNetwPerfMeasParameters-v12xy
UE-BasedNetwPerfMeasParameters-v12xy
OPTIONAL,

ue-Category-v12xy




INTEGER (0..15)







OPTIONAL,

measParameters-v12xy



MeasParameters-v12xy 




OPTIONAL,

dc-Parameters-r12




DC-Parameters-r12





OPTIONAL,

mbms-Parameters-v12xy



MBMS-Parameters-v12xy




OPTIONAL,

mac-Parameters-r12




MAC-Parameters-r12





OPTIONAL,

prose-Parameters-r12



Prose-Parameters-r12




OPTIONAL,

fdd-Add-UE-EUTRA-Capabilities-v12xy
UE-EUTRA-CapabilityAddXDD-Mode-v12xy
OPTIONAL,


tdd-Add-UE-EUTRA-Capabilities-v12xy
UE-EUTRA-CapabilityAddXDD-Mode-v12xy
OPTIONAL,

ue-RadioPagingInfo-r12



UE-RadioPagingInfo-r12



OPTIONAL,

nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}







OPTIONAL

}

Rap: Although it seems good to have some discussion about the way forward,  a separate may be disirable.
CATT> Prefer not to change. The intention is to provide the possibility of UE paging specific container and if needed (e.g. paging), MME can only forward this specific container to eNB.
LG: In order not to duplicate the same radiopaginginfo in S1 signalling (UE Radio Capability as well as UE Radio Capability for Paging), we think separate is desirable.
( No change now. Separate paper may be considered (also addressing Sa.38)
	-/ TDoc, ZTE?

	Sa.38
	UECapabilityInformation, ue-RadioPagingInfo
	It is unclear whether the UE paging information is provided only when LTE capabilities are requested
	2
	It seems desirable to clarify this aspect in 5.6.3.3
Rap: May be covered by ZTE.6
LG: If separate IE is used, some clarification is needed
Hua: yes, only when LTE capabilities are requested.
( A statement is added needed in 5.6.3.3 (may be affected by ZTE.6)
	General CR

	INT11
	UECapabilityInformation, ue-RadioPagingInfo
	UECapabilityInformation field descriptions: in the field description of ue-RadioPagingInfo the reference of the category 0 UE definition is missing..
	1
	Update field description of ue-RadioPagingInfo as follows:
ue-RadioPagingInfo
This field contains information used for paging of category 0 UEs as defined in TS 36.306 [5]. The UE shall include this field when category 0 has been indicated by ue-Category-v12xy in UE-EUTRA-Capability.
LG: Do we need a reference to 306? In the field descriptionof ue-Category in UE-EUTRA-Capability, it is said that
UE category as defined in TS 36.306 [5].
[ALU1]  we don’t need to add a reference everytime.
( No change (seems sufficient to just reference from UE category in UE capabilities)
	-

	LG.14
	UECapabilityInformation
	Aligning with naming convention.
	1
	The type identifier  ‘UECapabilityInformation’ in UECapabilityInformation message 
UECapabilityInformation( UE-CapabilityInformation
Rap: Seems a comment about legacy (so outside the scope of this review)
	-

	ERI-76
	UEInformationResponse, RLF-Report-r9
	tacFailedPcell-r12 is defined as a -v12xy extension field to failedPCellId. The procedure 5.3.11.3 describes the handling of failedPCellId field but it does not describe the handling of extension failedPCellId-v12xy correctly because the procedure describes how to populate the field failedPcellId with either global cell identity, physical cell identity or carrier frequency of the PCell whereas the tac-FieldPCell-r12 indicates a tracking area code. However, there is a separate procedural part that describes how to use tac-FailedPCell-r12. So it seems logically more correct to define tacFailedPcell-r12  as a stand-alone field.
	2
	Remove the failedPCellId-v12xy sequence and leave the tac-FailedPCell-r12 field in the extension addition group to align the AN.1 with the procedural description. The field needs to be optional because otherwise the whole extension addition group becomes mandatory present.

[[
failedPCellId-v12xy



SEQUENCE {




tac-FailedPCell-r12


TrackingAreaCode






}















OPTIONAL,


measResultLastServCell-v12xy
RSRQ-Range-v12xy



OPTIONAL,



lastServCellRSRQ-Type-r12

RSRQ-Type-r12




OPTIONAL,


measResultListEUTRA-v12xy

MeasResultList2EUTRA-v12xy

OPTIONAL

]]
Rap: No change seems needed as the current structure higlights that the tac is an extension of the existing field failedPCellId (i.e. according to normal conventions)
ERI: The procedure text suggests this to be a stand-alone field rather than an extension of failedPCellId. Can be discussed further. No strong opinion though
( No change for now
	-

	ERI-77
	UEInformationResponse, MeasResult2EUTRA-v12xy
	In MeasResult2EUTRA-v12xy, RSRQ-Type-r12 information element name has a hyphen whereas the field reference rsrqType-r12 does not. Other RSRQ related fields, e.g. servCellRSRQ-Type-r12 and failedCellRSRQ-Type-r12,  have an hyphen. For the sake of consistency the naming could be aligned.
	1
	Change the name from rsrqType-r12 to rsrq-Type-r12

MeasResult2EUTRA-v12xy ::=



SEQUENCE {


rsrq-Type-r12






RSRQ-Type-r12

OPTIONAL
}

	General CR

	ERI-78
	UEInformationResponse, MobilityHistoryReport-r12
	MobilityHistoryReport-r12 IE is used only once which generally does not justify the introduction of a new information element (see RRC Guideline A.3.4 Information elements). Since there are neither multiple references to this IE nor any obvious breakdown into smaller pieces either, the IE definition seems to be redundant.
	2
	Remove the MobilityHistoryReport-r12 IE definition

MobilityHistoryReport-r12 ::=
VisitedCellInfoList-r12

and replace the reference to MobilityHistoryReport-r12 with VisitedCelInfoList-r12 instead because VisitedCellInfoList-r12 has the same content as MobilityHistoryReport-r12 and it is already referenced multiple times (so its definition is well justified)

UEInformationResponse-v12xy-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


mobilityHistoryReport-r12


MobilityHistoryReport-r12VisitedCellInfoList-r12

OPTIONAL,


nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}





OPTIONAL

}

Rap: Not sure about the need and benefit of the removal (while still keeping a lot of mobilityHistory i.e. not performing a general replace). 
ERI: No strong opinion. The intention is just to avoid creating new IEs when existing ones can be reused.
[ALU1]  perhaps we could do the other way round – repleace VisitedCellInfoList with  MobilityHistoryReport-r12?  Would still need a few search and replace.  OK to also leave it as it is.
( No change for now. It should be possible to simplify, but a more complete proposal would be appreciated (taking variables and capabilities into account also). If preferred, a paper is appreciated showing the details
	-/ TDoc Eri?

	N43


	6.2.2 ( UEInformationResponse, BLER
	Now BLER is optional in the MBSFN results in UEInformationResponse, but MBSFN RSRP/RSRQ is mandatory. What does UE do if it only has BLER result?

NOTE: Related to N27!
	3
	Make MBSFN RSRP/RSRQ optional present and (see N27) solve availability issue to see when omitting is possible.

Rap: see N27
CATT> see N27
( No change (cover by N27)
	(cover by N27)

	INT12
	UEInformationResponse, BLER-Result
	In the ASN.1 of UEInformationResponse message there is a CR implementation issue:
-Acc. to CR1698r2 in R2-145403 the type of dataBLER-Result-r12 should be BLER-Result-r12 and not BLER-Range-r12.
-Furthermore, in the field description of dataBLER-MCH-ResultList there is some text in red font color.
dataBLER-MCH-ResultList

Includes a BLER result per MCH on subframes using dataMCS, with the applicable MCH(s) listed in the same order as in pmch-InfoList within MBSFNAreaConfiguration.
	1
	-Correct type of dataBLER-Result-r12 to BLER-Result-r12.

-Change red font color of text in the field description of dataBLER-MCH-ResultList to black.
Int> CR is not needed as this has been fixed in v12.4.0
( No change (correct in official spec version)
	-

	Sa.39
	UEInformationResponse, blocksReceived
	To align with RAN4 specifications, it seems better to split the field into 2 subfields i.e. a 3b field n and an 8b field m
	2
	( Changed into sequence of 2 bit strings. More specific references may still be added)
	General CR

	HUA58
	UEInformationResponse, DataBLER-MCH-Result
	“
DataBLER-MCH-Result-r12 ::= 


SEQUENCE {


mch-Index-r12






INTEGER (1..maxPMCH-PerMBSFN),


dataBLER-Result-r12





BLER-Range-r12
}

mch-Index

Indicates the MCH by referring to the entry as listed in pmch-InfoList within MBSFNAreaConfiguration. “
An additional PMCH-InfoListExt-r12 is introduced to configure new MCS for MBMS traffic.  It is unclear how to set mch-Index if PMCH-InfoList and PMCH-InfoListExt-r12 are present simultaneously.

	2
	Alternative 1: 

DataBLER-MCH-Result-r12 ::= 


SEQUENCE {


mch-Index-r12






 CHOICE {


mch-Index-PMCHList-r9
INTEGER (1..maxPMCH-PerMBSFN),










mch-Index-PMCHList-r12
INTEGER (1..maxPMCH-PerMBSFN)

},

dataBLER-Result-r12





BLER-Range-r12
}

mch-Index

Indicates the MCH by referring to the entry as listed in pmch-InfoList-r9 and pmch-InfoListExt-r12 within MBSFNAreaConfiguration.
Alternative 2:

DataBLER-MCH-ResultList-r12 ::=


SEQUENCE (SIZE (1.. maxPMCH-PerMBSFN)) OF DataBLER-MCH-Result-r12
DataBLER-MCH-Result-r12 ::= 


SEQUENCE {


mch-Index-r12






INTEGER (1..maxPMCH-PerMBSFN),


dataBLER-Result-r12





BLER-Range-r12
}

mch-Index

Indicates the MCH by referring to the entry as listed in pmch-InfoList-r9 and pmch-InfoListExt-r12 within MBSFNAreaConfiguration. The index of the first PMCH listed in PMCH-InfoListExt is the index of the last PMCH listed in PMCH-InfoList + 1.
Rap: Relates to HUA59 and Sa.72. It may be sufficient to agree that the 2 lists together form one list with upto maxPMCH entries, in which case no change may be needed?
CATT> No strong view. Slightly prefer HUAWEI’s proposal as it is clean from ASN.1. The last sentence in the change is not needed. Change “and pmch-InfoListExt-r12” to “or pmch-InfoListExt-r12”.
( No change for now (would appreciate further opinons on whether E-UTRAN should be allowed to configure more MCH per PMCH compared to REL-9).
	FFS/ TDoc Hua?

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.1 System information blocks

	N44
	SystemInformationBlockType2 ( ac-BarringPerPLMNList-r12
	It is not described (in 5.2.2.9 and 6.3.1) how UE combines the old and new AC parameters. Shall UE replace all old AC parameters by the PLMN specific ones? Or are the old ones used for primary PLMN ID? 
	2
	Clarify the handling of per-PLMN and legacy parameters

Rap: In my understanding the procedural specification (and definition) clarify that the legacy AC parameters are used in case ac-BarringPerPLMNList does not include an entry for the PLMN selected by the UE. So no change seems needed
Int> We have same understanding as Rap.
	-

	LG.16
	SystemInformationBlockType2, ac-BarringPerPLMNList
	Aligning with naming covention(ac-BarringPerPLMNList  in SystemInformationBlockType2)
	1
	Field identifier ‘ac-BarringPerPLMNList’ ( ‘ac-BarringPerPLMN-List’
Type identifier ‘ac-BarringPerPLMNList’ ( ‘AC-BarringPerPLMN-List’
Int> ok
	General CR

	LG.17
	SystemInformationBlockType2, multiBandInfoList
	During testing, the network equipment may configure multiBandInfoList in SIB1 while there is no corresponding multiBandInfoList in SIB2. This is error case.
	2
	Add the sentence ‘E-UTRAN should configure the field if the multiBandInfoList in SystemInformationBlockType1 is present’ in the field description of multiBandInfoList in SIB2.
Rap: Seems to be a legacy issue, so outside the scope of this review
	-

	LG.18
	SystemInformationBlockType2, q-QualMinWB
	q-QualMinWB is used if the corresponding value is present in SIB and the UE supports the feature. However, under the current field description, the UE shall do wideband/new RSRQ measurement regardless of UE capability
	
	Add the highlighted sentence in the field description of SIB1/SIB3/SIB4

q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols
If this field is present and the q-QualMinWB is absent, the UE shall, when performing RSRQ measurements, perform RSRQ measurement on all OFDM symbols without wider bandwidth in accordance with TS 36.214 [48] and apply the value of this field for the parameter “Qqualmin” in TS 36.304 [4] if the UE supports the corresponding measurement;
If this field is present and the q-QualMinWB is present, the UE shall, when performing RSRQ measurements, perform RSRQ measurement on all OFDM symbols with wider bandwidth in accordance with TS 36.214 [48] and apply the value of q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols – (q-QualMin – q-QualMinWB) for the parameter “Qqualmin” in TS 36.304 [4] if the UE supports the corresponding measurement.
q-QualMinWB

If this field is present and the q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols is absent, the UE shall, when performing RSRQ measurements, use a wider bandwidth in accordance with TS 36.133 [16] and apply the value of this field for the parameter “Qqualmin” in TS 36.304 [4] if the UE supports the corresponding measurement.
Rap: Seems covered by Sa.41/2/3
Hua: In fact, the problem exists from R11, not so sure whether we want to do this change?
( No change (Covered by Sa.41/2/3)
	(cover by Sa.41/2/3)

	Sa.42
	SIB3, q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols & q-QualMinWB
	(Similar for SIB1)
	2
	See SIB1/ Sa.41
( No change; first discuss/ conclude approach for SIB1 (See Sa.41/2/3)
	TBC (after Sa.41/2/3)

	Sa.43
	SIB5, q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols & q-QualMinWB
	(Similar for SIB1)
	2
	See SIB1/ Sa.41
( No change; first discuss/ conclude approach for SIB1 (See Sa.41/2/3)
	TBC (after Sa.41/2/3)

	LG.20
	SystemInformationBlockType5
	Change to no italic for ‘6’
	1
	reducedMeasPerformance

Value TRUE indicates that the neighbouring inter-frequency is configured for reduced measurement performance, see TS 366.133 [16]. If the field is not included, the neighbouring inter-frequency is configured for normal measurement performance, see TS 36.133 [16].
	General CR

	Sa.44
	SIB5, interFreqCarrierFreqListExt
	It is not clear that this is an extension of interFreqCarrierFreqList and that e.g. a given frequency only apppears once across both lists (i.e. either in the original or in the extended list)
	1
	Add some clarification (unless sufficiently covered by general clarification)
	General CR

	Sa.45
	SIB5, Cond RSRQ2
	Is it really possible to broadcast SIB5 without SIB3, as suggested by this condition?
	1
	Align with condition RSRQ
Hua:current description on RSRQ 2 is correct. Because the “q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols” can only be present if RSRQ is used in SIB3. But it may be not present even if RSRQ is used in SIB3.
Rap2: The suggestion is to with RSRQ definition w.r.t. SIB13 presence i.e. as follows (don’t see why it would differ):

The field is optionally present, Need OR, if threshServingLowQ is present in SIB3; otherwise it is not present.
	General CR

	ZTE.7
	SystemInformationBlockType5/6 & MeasObjectEUTRA, reducedMeasPerformance
	The need code for IE reducedMeasPerformance-r12 should be ‘need OP’ in IE InterFreqCarrierFreqInfo-v12xy/ InterFreqCarrierFreqInfo-r12/ CarrierFreqInfoUTRA-v12xy/ CarrierFreqInfoUTRA-v12xy/ CarrierFreqUTRA-TDD-r12/ MeasObjectEUTRA/ MeasObjectUTRA..
	2
	InterFreqCarrierFreqInfo-v12xy ::=

SEQUENCE {


reducedMeasPerformance-r12

ENUMERATED {true}

OPTIONAL,

-- Need OP

q-QualMinRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-r12
Q-QualMin-r9




OPTIONAL
-- Cond RSRQ2
}

reducedMeasPerformance

Value TRUE indicates that the neighbouring inter-frequency is configured for reduced measurement performance, see TS 36.133 [16]. If the field is not included, the neighbouring inter-frequency is configured for normal measurement performance, see TS 36.133 [16].
-----------------------from the draft 36331-- End---------------------

[ZTE] Since the action in case of the absence of the IE reducedMeasPerformance-r12 is specified clearly in the field description, we prefer using the need code “Need OP” instead of “Need OR”.
( Change as suggested except for MeasObject as there we have a boolean (so need ON is correct)
	General CR

	Sa.46
	SIB6, carrierFreqListUTRA-XDD
	(Similar remark as for SIB5, interFreqCarrierFreqListExt)
	1
	See SIB5, Sa.44
	General CR

	LG.19
	SystemInformationBlockType16, timeInfoUTC (FD)
	Italic for SystemInformationBlockType16
	1
	In the field description of timeInfoUTC in SystemInformationBlockType16, change the word ‘SystemInformationBlockType16’ to italic
	General CR

	C.5, N45, HUA47, INT14, Sa.47
	SystemInformationBlockType17
	Spelling mistake in the field description of wlan-OffloadPerPLMN-List：

he WLAN offload configuration per PLMN includes the same number of entries, listed in the same order as the PLMN(s) in plmn-IdentityList in SystemInformationBlockType1.
	1
	Change “he” to “The”
Int> CR is not needed as this has been fixed  in v12.4.0
	General CR

	ERI-90, INT13
	SystemInformationBlockType17, WLAN-Id
	SystemInformationBlockType17-r12 contains an information element WLAN-Id-r12 which is defined as a sequence that is composed of a choice structure. The choice is further defined with a field wlan-Identifier but the field is not used anywhere else in the specification neither in procedures nor in field descriptions. Therefore it can be argued that the sequence is unnecessary and accordingly the IE structure could be simplified by removing  the sequence.
	2
	Simpify the IE structure by removing the sequence
WLAN-Id-r12 ::=




SEQUENCE {

wlan-Identifiers



CHOICE {



ssid






OCTET STRING (SIZE (1..32)),



bssid






OCTET STRING (SIZE (6)),



hessid






OCTET STRING (SIZE (6))

}
}

If the sequence is however maintained, the field should have -r12 tag, i.e. 

wlan-Identifiers-r12



CHOICE {
Int> suffix “-r12” needs to be added for ssid, bssid, hessid
Hua: prefer to remove wlan-Identifiers.
( Change as suggested (including suffix)
	General CR

	HUA48
	SystemInformationBlockType17
	Editorial
	1
	sCellIndex

In case of dual connectivity, the sCellIndex is unique within the scope of the UE i.e. an SCG cell can not use the same value as used for an MCG cell.
	General CR

	Sa.48
	SIB18, heading/ description
	The description should reflect that commConfig is optional (i.e. ‘may’) and that the message is controls triggering of ProseUEInformation (i.e. invite RxInterestInd and TxResourceReq)
	1
	Update description
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	N46
	SystemInformationBlockType18 ( commConfig-r12
	UE behavior upon absence of commConfig-r12 is not explicitly specified anywhere.
	2
	Absence of commConfig-r12 indicates that the cell is not on ProSe carrier (i.e. UE is out of coverage of ProSe carrier) and so cell does not support ProSe except for the reception of ProSe UE Information message from UE (to support mobility to ProSe carrier). It is beneficial to explain this somewhere clearly
Rap: In general we should avoid duplication i.e. not repeat what is clear from procedural specification. However, a general statement may be added to clarify that in case of absence no resources are provided for ProSe discovery (but  that the SIB may be used to request interest indications e.g. to facilitate mobility to Prose carrier), see N50
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur.
ERI: This clarification is not really necessary, as the rapporteur points out.
Nokia Networks> We are fine adding a general statement.
Rap2: The heading could be updated slightly to indicate that SIB18 indicates that E-UTRAN supports ProSeUEInformation and may contain .. 
	ProSe CR

	N47
	SystemInformationBlockType18 ( commSyncConfig-r12
	UE behaviour upon absence of commSyncConfig is not specified.
	2
	Apart from UE just releasing the stored configuration, the implication of not having synchronisation configuration need to be specified.

Rap: The procedural specification should specify the UE behaviour, which is assumed to be as follows

a) E-UTRAN only configures a UE interested in Comm/ Disc by dedicated signalling to be SyncRef UE if the PCell broadcasts one or more sync configurations in SIB18 or SIB19 respectively

b) A UE transmitting Comm/ Disc only acts as SyncRef UE (i.e. neither transmits SLSS nor MIB-SL) if the cell used for ProSe broadcasts one or more sync configurations including tx-Parameters in SIB18 or SIB19 respectively

c) A UE transmitting Comm out of coverage only acts as SyncRef UE if the preconfigured information includes one or more sync configurations including tx-Parameters
d) A UE receiving Comm/ Disc only searches for/ selects SyncRef UEs if out of ProSe coverage PCell and the preconfigured information includes one or more sync configurations

Rap: Some high level statement may be added to 5.10.7.1 to reflect this (should mainly be clear from detailed conditions in subsequent sections). A very high level statement may be included in the field description also
[QC] A simple approach would be to clarify in 5.10.7.2 that the UE tranmits SLSS only if commSyncConfig is included in SIB18.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems sufficient.
Nokia Networks> The high level statement may be enough for this.
Rap2: A note/ descriptive text may be introduced with a high level statement e.g. as suggested by QC(descriptive section may be considered in future alike for other functionality)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-91
	SystemInformationBlockType18
	SystemInformationBlockType18 and SystemInformationBlockType19: The caption to the ASN.1 code is 

SystemInformationBlockType18 information element

The text “information element” should not be in italics, however, it seems it is in italics for SIB4 and higher.
	1
	Change the caption to

SystemInformationBlockType18 information element
Consider making similar change to SIBs 4-17.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-92
	SystemInformationBlockType18, FDs
	SystemInformationBlockType18: Field descriptions are not in alphabetical order.
	1
	Sort the field descriptions in alphabetical order.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-93
	SystemInformationBlockType18, commSyncConfig (FD)
	SystemInformationBlockType18: There is no field description for commSyncConfig.
	1
	Add field description.

Indicates the resources by which the UE transmits SLSS.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	N48
	SystemInformationBlockType18 ( commTxPoolNormalCommon-r12
	More details needed in the field description of commTxPoolNormalCommon
	2
	Make it clear that if normal pool is absent, an IDLE UE cannot use exceptional pool for transmission under normal conditions in IDLE.

Rap: Seems sufficiently clear from field description of commTxPoolExceptional
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems sufficient.
Nokia Networks: This comment relates to N49 also. The following is the agreement from RAN2#88:

“14:
B.3: A UE configured with a normal pool can use these during exceptional conditions. Agree to introduce only broadcast signalling for the exceptional pool. Furthermore, agree that a UE cannot be simultaneously configured with normal and exceptional pool; a) SIB only includes a single pool, and b) a connected UE configured with a normal pool does not use the exceptional pool on broadcast...”

The three highligted points need to be explicitly clear from looking at the field descriptions in SIB18, but currently it is not the case. The green highligted text above, can be defined in ASN.1 using a condition tag for the exception pool in SIB18. The description for normal pool must clearly specify that it can be used for exception cases also provided that the exception pool is not present in SIB18 (i.e red highlighted text above). Lastly, the blue highlighted text can be clarified as part of the field description for exception pool.
[ALU1]  Not sure if this point is entirely clear from the field description.
( No change for now. If there are sill concerns, a separate paper is recommended
	-/ TDoc NN?

	Sa.49
	SIB18, commTxPoolExceptional
	Field description mistakenly states that these resources may be used during connection establishment
	1
	Modify/ align with 5.10.4
[QC] We can remove the detail and just keep the reference to 5.10.4.

Indicates the resources by which the UE is allowed to transmit ProSe Direct Communication in exceptional conditions, as specified in 5.10.4
( Change as suggested by QC
	ProSe CR

	N49
	SystemInformationBlockType18 ( commTxPoolExceptional
	More clarifications required in field description for commTxPoolExceptional regarding the sentence: “E-UTRAN only configures commTxPoolExceptional when it does not configure commTxPoolNormalCommon”
	2
	The relation of normal and exceptional pools is unclear and needs further discussion.

This restriction was introduced due to agreement B3,  but does not seem right when looking at it now. May be it should be a conditional IE, conditionally present if normal pool is present, but still optional to include? Or we could use CHOICE- structure to clearly indicate that either normal or exceptional pool is present, but not both?
Also: Normal pool is required for transmission in IDLE. If it is absent, then does it mean UE cannot transmit in IDLE? Absence of normal pool should be independent of whether exceptional pool is present or not. Alternatively, absence of exceptional pool should be independent of whether normal pool is present or not. If normal pool is present but exceptional pool is absent then UE can use the normal pool for exceptional conditions also according to agreement B3.

NOTE: The agreement B3 can be found in the RRC CR discussed in RAN2 e-mail discussion 88#13 - See running RRC CR R2-145140.

Rap: We should not duplicate what is clear from the procedural specification. Exceptional pool is used a1) in connected during T310 or T311 and b: in connected during T301) and c) in idle following T300 expiry. For case a) this applies when the UE was not configured with a dedicated pool/ UE select resources, for c) this applies when the cell in which access is provided does not provide a normal pool in SIB. Is the concern that when E-UTRAN applies scheduled resources, the condition disallows the use of a normal pool for idle mode UEs (i.e. that it rules out the use of scheduled resources for connected mode UEs only)?
CATT> Agree with Rap.
[QC] It is our understanding that the restriction came from the assumption than the network using scheduled resource for connected mode UE would not configure the normal pool in SIB18 for idle mode UEs.
ERI: To fully understand this a separate Tdoc may be needed.
Nokia Networks> We may bring a contribution on this to better discuss how to capture the UE behaviour.
( No change for now. If there are still concerns, a separate paper is recommended (may also address N48)
	-/ TDoc NN?

	QC.4
	SystemInformationBlockType18
	commRxPool
	1
	In description field we can further add that it also contains Rx pools of neighbors.
ERI: According to our understanding, the current definition of ProseCommResourcePool does not include cell ID, so the UE would not know in which cell to apply which pool. Should this be added maybe?
Rap2: I’m fine to add some clarification that commRxPool covers all resources the UE is configured to receive, i.e. covering resources used in the cell signaling the field as well as in other/ neighbouring cells (same may be done for discRxPool). It is however not clear to me why cell Id would be needed (and that we have PCI in the SyncConfig for neighbours). If companies think more is needed, a separate paper is suggested#
	ProSe CR/ TDoc Eri?

	C.6
	SystemInformationBlockType19
	The selection type is confirured per each tx pool. The eNB may configure some of the tx pools to be selected randomly and the other to be selected by RSRP threshold. When UE’s RSRP is satisfied, it’s not clear which to select, the randomly selected pool or the RSRP based selected pool.

It’s more appropriate to configure all the pools with one selection type, either randomly selection or the RSRP threshold based selection.
There is another related change on ProseDiscResourcePool in 6.3.8 see C.25
	2
	The eNB configures all the discovery tx pools with one selection type. 

Add the ue-SelectedResourceConfig in SIB 19. Introduce a new IE Prose-PoolSelectionConfiglist-r12 which is used to indicate the RSRP threshold for each pool. Changes are as following:

SystemInformationBlockType19-r12 ::= SEQUENCE {


discConfig-r12





SEQUENCE {



discRxPool-r12





ProseDiscPoolList16-r12,



discTxPoolCommon-r12



ProseDiscPoolList4-r12 


OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR


ue-SelectedResourceConfig

SEQUENCE {




poolSelection-r12



CHOICE {





rsrpBased-r12




Prose-PoolSelectionConfiglist-r12,





random-r12





NULL




},




tx-Probability-r12


ENUMERATED {p25, p50,













 p75, p100}

OPTIONAL
-- Need OR



}














OPTIONAL 
-- Need OR


discTxPowerInfo-r12




ProseDiscTxPowerInfoList-r12 
OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR



discSyncConfig-r12




ProseSyncConfigList16-r12

OPTIONAL
-- Need OR


}

















OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR


discInterFreqList-r12



ProseCarrierFreqInfoList-r12

OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR


lateNonCriticalExtension


OCTET STRING





OPTIONAL,


...

}

ProseCarrierFreqInfoList-r12 ::=
SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxFreq)) OF ProseCarrierFreqInfo-r12
ProseCarrierFreqInfo-r12::= 

CHOICE {


plmn-Index-r9





INTEGER (1..maxPLMN-r11),


explicitValue-r9




SEQUENCE {



carrierFreq-r12 




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9,



plmn-Identity-r12




PLMN-Identity



OPTIONAL
-- Need OR

}
}
Prose-PoolSelectionConfiglist-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxProseTxPool-r12)) OF Prose-PoolSelectionConfig-r12

Prose-PoolSelectionConfig-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {

threshLow-r12






RSRP-RangeProse10-r12,


threshHigh-r12






RSRP-RangeProse10-r12

}

Rap: It seems preferrable to simply add a statement that E-UTRAN sets the poolSelection choice to the same value for all entries including the field (i.e. creating another linked of pool- list seems more complicated)
[QC] Rapporteur’s suggestion looks good to us.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems sufficient.
( Change as suggested by Rap
	ProSe CR

	N50
	SystemInformationBlockType19 ( discConfig-r12
	UE behavior upon absence of discConfig-r12 is not explicitly specified anywhere.
	2
	Absence indicates that the cell is not on ProSe carrier (i.e. UE is out of coverage of ProSe carrier) and so cell does not support ProSe except for the reception of ProSe UE Information message from UE. It is beneficial to explain this somewhere clearly.
Rap: A statement may be added to clarify that in case of absence no resources are provided for ProSe discovery (but  that the SIB may be used to request interest indications e.g. to facilitate mobility to Prose carrier), see N46
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur.
ERI: This clarification is not really necessary, as the rapporteur points out.
Rap2: As for N46, the heading could be updated slightly to indicate that SIB19 indicates that E-UTRAN supports ProSeUEInformation and may contain ..
	ProSe CR

	N51, Sa.51
	SystemInformationBlockType19 ( discTxPowerInfo-r12
	UE behaviour on absence of discTxPowerInfo-r12 field missing. Does UE transmit at full power or whatever power according to implementation choice?
	2
	Clarification is needed to UE behaviour on absence of discTxPowerInfo-r12
Rap: Simplest approach seems to make the field (conditionally) mandatory. Alternatively we could specify a default rule e.g. that the UE acts according to P-Max in SIB1 
[QC] Making it conditionally mandatory seems the best approach.
ERI: On what conditions would this field be mandatory as suggested by the rapporteur
Nokia Networks> Did we agree to the UE behaviour in case this field is missing? We are fine to have a clarification but in case this has not been covered by RAN2 agreement, further discussion may be needed in February meeting.
Rap2: A condition seems not possible (i.e. Tx resources may not be in SIB). It seems we assume any cell broadcasting SIB19 supports Tx (i.e. E-UTRAN cannot control whether UE generates Tx resource request), so it seems we could simply make this mandatory.
QC: The proposal merely was to make discTxPowerInfo-r12 mandatory when discTxPoolCommon-r12 is included
Rap3: Fine to add the suggested condition, but do we really want to support cells in which only Rx resources are provided?
	ProSe CR

	N52
	SystemInformationBlockType19 ( discSyncConfig-r12
	UE behaviour upon absence of discSyncConfig is not specified.
	2
	Apart from UE just releasing the stored configuration, the implication of not having synchronisation configuration need to be specified.

Rap: See N.47
[QC] A simple approach would be to clarify in 5.10.7.2 that the UE tranmits SLSS only if discSyncConfig is included in SIB19.
( Adopt the same approach as for N47
	ProSe CR

	N53
	SystemInformationBlockType19 ( discInterFreqList-r12
	UE behavior upon absence of discInterFreqList-r12 field missing.
	2
	Discovery announcement supported only on PCell carrier frequency?
Rap: The information is merely to assist the UE, but some high level statement could be included to reflect that if absent the UE does not provide interest indications
[QC] It is clear from 5.10.2.2 and 5.10.2.3 that certain actions are taken only when discInterFreqList is included in SIB19. It means those actions are not taken in case of absence of the field
ERI: Wouldn’t that belong in section 5.10.2.3?
Nokia Networks> We plan to bring a detailed contribution on this.
( No change for now (behaviour seems clear from procedural). If still concerns, separate paper is suggested
	-/ TDoc NN?

	N54, ERI-94
	SystemInformationBlockType19 ( discInterFreqList-r12

	Why is PLMN id optional in the second CHOICE branch? What is the UE behaviour if it’s not included?

Why doesn’t the first CHOICE contain the carrierFreq-r12? When does the network use the first CHOICE?

Can we have a more detailed field description?


	2/ 3
	NN: These were the RAN2 agreements related to this:
-
The serving cell may provide in SIB information which neighbor frequencies support ProSe discovery

-
An eNB may provide in SIB(19) a list of (intra-PLMN-inter-frequency and/or inter-PLMN-inter-frequency) carriers on which the UE may aim to receive ProSe discovery signals

-
SIB19 provides a list of additional frequencies (EARFCNs and PLMN ID for inter-PLMN frequencies) on which ProSe discovery announcements are provided. The SIB does not contain the detailed ProSe configurations for those additional carriers

The following was brought up by the rapporteur (only) during the email review phase:


A.6: Confirm to include two options to indicate the PLMN identity in SIB19 i.e. by means of explicit signalling for PLMNs not in SIB1 and by means of an index for PLMNs in SIB1 (as also used in e.g. SIB8, SIB17)

Included choice (alike in TMGI-r9)

Clearly the ASN.1 should allow the eNB to use the CHOICE 2 inter-frequency scenario only. It should allow for inter-PLMN inter-frequency by including both carrier frequency and PLMN ID. CHOICE 2 also allows eNB to indicate frequencies for intra PLMN case by omitting the PLMN ID info. 

But the use of CHOICE 1 is unclear. We assume CHOICE 1 is for intra-PLMN inter-frequency case but in this case it should also have had the carrier frequency field included in CHOICE 1 (which is not the case).

This is the field description in SIB19: 

discInterFreqList

Indicates the neighbouring frequencies on which ProSe Direct Discovery announcement is supported.

First: In SIB1, we list the PLMNs for the serving cell, not for inter-frequency. So I don’t understand how this pointer (i.e. first entry of CHOICE) really works, but also the second CHOICE is a bit mysterious.

Second: Let’s take an example of the signalling in SIB19, so you can more easily point where my reasoning goes wrong: 

1.
In SIB1, eNB broadcasts {PLMN1, PLMN2}. This means the eNB is shared between two PLMNs. The EARFCN for both of these is the same, let’s assume EARFCN = 0 (for simplicity).

2.
In SIB19, eNB broadcasts 

discInterFreqList-r12 = {

  {plmn-Index = 1},

  -- First CHOICE, index to first PLMN in SIB1 ( Intra-frequency?

  {EARFCN = 0, PLMN2},

  -- Second CHOICE, refers to SIB1 EARFCN and 2nd PLMN in the SIB1-list ( another way to indicate intra-frequency?

  {EARFCN = 1, PLMN2},

  -- Second CHOICE, refers to EARFCN not in SIB1 but with the 2nd PLMN in the SIB1-list ( Inter-frequency?

  {EARFCN = 2, {}

 -- Second CHOICE, refers again to EARFCN not in SIB1 and there is no PLMN identity given ( Inter-frequency, but how does this differ from the previous entry in functionality?

}
The questions based on this example are:

1.
Is the above configuration allowed, and are the interpretations about the entries correct?

a.
If it is, then the field description is not correct as the list may include also intra-frequency carriers.

2.
The example is made so that there are more entries than PLMNs broadcast in SIB1, since there is no mention the lists should align in size. Is that allowed?

a.
If not, then we would need a condition to highlight how this is expected to work. At least ASN.1 allows the above, but does it make any sense?

b.
What does the last entry in the SIB19 mean? I.e. if the PLMN identity is not broadcast, does it mean that Prose is supported for any PLMN? Or what? 

ERI: Change to

ProseCarrierFreqInfo-r12::= 

CHOICE {


plmn-Index-r12





INTEGER (1..maxPLMN-r11),


carrierFreq-r12 




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9,


plmn-Identity-r12




PLMN-Identity



OPTIONAL
-- Need OR

}
}
Rap: Some discussion seems beneficial.
[QC] We agree to the comment that the current structure of discInterFreqList-r12 is lacking considerations on network sharing. One possible, and probably the most straightforward, solution is to have discInterFreqList-r12 listing the combination of {EARFCN, up to 6 PLMNs} only for inter-frequency. It does not seems so straightforward to use the choice of plmn-Index-r9 in this approach. So we could abandon the optimization to use plmn-Index-r9.
[ALU1] OK, discussion paper?
Rap2: The most straightforward approach seems to indicate up to 6 PLMNs per frequency. However, a separate paper outlining the suggested changes seems beneficial
	-TDoc QC?

	ERI-95, Sa.50, QC.23
	SystemInformationBlockType19, discRxPool (FD)
	SystemInformationBlockType19: There is no field description for discRxPool
	1
	Add field description.

Indicates the resources by which the UE is allowed to receive ProSe Direct Discovery announcements while in RRC_IDLE and while in RRC_CONNECTED.
[QC] Fine
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	ERI-96
	SystemInformationBlockType19, category0Allowed
	This is rather a suggestion; considering that there is only one field (category0Allowed-r12), maybe there is no need to have cellAccessRelatedInfo-v-12xy .


	2
	We may have the following instead:

SystemInformationBlockType1-v12xy-IEs ::=
SEQUENCE {


cellAccessRelatedInfo-v12xy




SEQUENCE {



category0Allowed-r12





ENUMERATED {true}

OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR


},

cellSelectionInfo-v12xy




CellSelectionInfo-v12xy

OPTIONAL,
-- Cond RSRQ2


nonCriticalExtension


SEQUENCE {}




OPTIONAL
}

Rap: No strong view, but current structure was introduced to clarify the parameter is part of cellAccessRelatedInfo
[QC] Making it conditionally mandatory seems the best approach.
[ALU1] OK to go with Ericsson suggestion. IMS emergency call does not have such structure.
Rap2: We are not consistent even within REL-12 as for cellSelectionInfo-v12xy (only contains singe field) we create an IE
	-?

	Sa.51
	SIB19, discTxPowerInfo
	The field should be provided whenever the cell supports Tx e.g. when discTxPoolCommon is included
	2
	The field should probably be mandatory (or at least conditional)
ERI: This is related to N51.
[ALU1]  field description seems more appropriate here than a condition (in SIB)
( Make the field mandatory (see N51)
	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.2 Radio resource control information elements

	ERI-97
	AntennaInfoDedicated
	The AntennaInfoDedicated-v12xx extension contains a field alternativeCodeBookEnabledFor4TX which is defined as an optional single value enumeration by using need code OR. This means that the IE must be included in the message so long as the EUTRAN does not want the UE to release the configuration, i.e. there may be overhead issues.
	2
	Change the optional enumeration to optional boolean, change the need code from OR to ON, i.e. 
AntennaInfoDedicated-v12xx ::=

SEQUENCE {


alternativeCodebookEnabledFor4TX-r12
ENUMERATED {true}BOOLEAN
OPTIONAL

-- Cond TMY
Need ON

}

and the condition TMY can be removed because it is not needed anymore

TMY

The field is optional present, need OR, if transmissionMode-r10 is set to tm8 or tm9. Otherwise the field is not present and the UE shall delete any existing value for this field.

Rap: Need ON seems available one level higher i.e. for field antennaInfo-v12xx
[ALU1]  OK to use ON if that is the preference.  The information in the codition on when it can be configured will need to captured in the field description..  
( Change to ON (and move E-UTRAN constraint to field description, see Sa.54)
	-?

	Sa.54
	AntennaInfo, alternativeCodebookEnabledFor4TX
	Cond TMY does not seem appropriate i.e. this field may be configured in a different message than used to configure tm8 or tm9
	1
	Change to optional, need OR.

Note that this implies E-UTRAN has to explicitly release the configuration upon changing from tm8 or tm9 to e.g. tm6 (but to execute the condition, it would also need to include antennaInfoDedicated-v12xx)
[ALU1]  The information in the codition will need to captured in the field description..
( Move E-UTRAN constraint to field description (see ERI-97)
	General CR

	Sa.53
	AntennaInfo, alternativeCodebookEnabledFor4TX
	Field description can be simplified i.e. E-UTRAN constraint for tm8 and tm9 can be combined (same)
	1
	Combine
	General CR

	ALU.27, C.14, Sa.55
	CQI-ReportConfig-v12x0, cqi-ReportBoth/ csi-MeasSubframeSet
	It does not seem entirely clear if the field is a pure none critical extension. This particularly concerns subfields cqi-ReportBoth/ csi-MeasSubframeSet. 
	2/ 3
	The field naming (suffix) should correctly reflect whether fields are critical or non-critical extensions. Some first thoughs regarding this:

a) cqi-ReportAperiodic-v12x0 seems to be a non-critical extension of cqi-ReportAperiodic-r10
b) csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12 seems to replace csi-MeasSubframeSet1-r10 and csi-MeasSubframeSet2-r10. Should this be considered as different functionality that can not be configured simultaneously with the REL-10 functionality (issue of simultaneous configuration only applies for PCell, as eICIC is restricted to that cell)?

c) cqi-ReportBoth: csi-IMConfig-r12 seems to replace the REL-11 fields. Again, this may be considered as different functionality that can not be configured simultaneously?

CATT: cqi-ReportBoth-r12 is a non- critical extention of cqi-ReportBoth-r11 and hence its name should change to cqi-ReportBoth2-r12
ALu: Can the network configure cqi-ReportBoth-r12 together with the –r11 field? If not, how to go between the two?  Do you have to release each of the sub-fields individually?  If they can be configured together, we should use a different name

Sam: When E-UTRAN configures new functioality that can not be used simultanously with currently configured functionality, we normally require E-UTRAN to release the concerned functionality (i.e. not require the UE to temporarily I ignore/ keep the functionality hanging)
Rap: Some discussion seems beneficial
CATT> can discuss Samsung comment.
( FFS i.e. more discussion is needed, and a paper is recommended (may also consider Sa.59, ALU25)
	FFS / TDoc CATT?

	ALU.23
	–
CQI-ReportConfig
cqi-ReportBoth-r12 in CQI-ReportConfig-v12x0
	Currently mandatory but could be ON?
	2
	Should we make it also OPTIONAL ON?  All the other fields are.  There is no issue as such as the sub-fields cqi-ReportBoth-r12 are optional.

Rap: I think that at this level we support delta signalling for bigger fields (e.g. larger than 10b). Here saving would be 2b?
CATT> This is the CoMP feature, so we follow the same way with the legacy IE CQI-ReportBoth-r11,
[ALU1]  Agree not needed for delta but mandatory presence of the field with other unrelated fields may cause confusion.
Rap2: ALu seems right, so suggest to add optional, need ON
	-

	ERI-98
	CQI-ReportConfig
	CQI-ReportConfig-v12x0 information element has an optional extension field altCQI-Table-r12 with need code OR while other fields in the information element are defined with need code ON and set & release choice structure. The handling of the field is clearer if all fields within the same IE are handled consistently handled in the same manner.
	2
	Introduce a setup & release choice structure and change the need code to ON, i.e.


altCQI-Table-r12


CHOICE {



release





NULL,



setup





ENUMERATED {









allSubframes-r12, csi-SubframeSet1-r12,









csi-SubframeSet2-r12, spare1}
}

OPTIONAL

-- Need ORON
and change the field description e.g. in the following manner,

If this field is releasednot present, the UE shall use Table 7.2.3-1 in TS 36.213 [23] for all subframes and CSI processes, if configured.
Rap: I think that at this level we support delta signalling for bigger fields (e.g. larger than 10b). Here saving would be 2b? If we adopt the proposal, it would be better to say ‘not configured’ (in FD)
ERI: The field belongs to an extension addition group where the PER auxiliary information would be the overhead issue.
Rap2: The field seems part of a regular non critical extension, so no issue with overhead. Hence changes does not seem needed
( No change
	-

	ALU.24
	–
CQI-ReportConfig
altCQI-Table-r12 in CQI-ReportConfig-v12x0
	Need code not appropriate.
	2
	Should be OP.  Field description says “If this field is not present, the UE shall use Table 7.2.3-1 in TS 36.213 [23] for all subframes and CSI processes, if configured”

Rap: Relates to ERI-98
Rap2: I understand that the UE a) discards the current value, and b) acts as described for when the field is not configured. The aspect a) is not so clear when changing to OP, but I realise we do this in other cases also so proposed change seems fine
( Change as suggested
	General CR (TBC)

	ALU.26
	–
CQI-ReportConfig
Field desction of csi-MeasSubframeSet
	Indicates the two CSI subframe sets. Each bit has either value 0 or value1.
	2
	“Each bit has either value 0 or value1.” can be deleted as it carries no information.
CATT> Can be fine to delete.
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	ERI-106
	CQI-ReportConfig
	CQI-ReportConfig IE field descriptions refer to CSI subframe set1 and CSI subframe set2 which are not defined in the RRC specification.
	2
	Where is the definition of CSI subframe set1 and set 2? Is a reference to RAN1 specifications needed?

Rap: Is the suggestion to clarify that for eIMTA we have the CSI subframe set 1, corresponding to the fixed subframes, and CSI subframe set 2 corresponding to flexible subframes?
CATT> There is also no definition for thellegacy eICIC subframe set. If needed, it can be refered to RAN1 specification.
Rap2: It would be good to add some clarification, pssibly with reference. A proposal/ separate paper is appreciated 
	-/ TDoc CATT/ Eri?

	INT17
	CQI-ReportConfig
	In ASN.1 of IE CQI-ReportConfig: no suffix “-r12” is needed for the enumerated values of field altCQI-Table-r12.

ENUMERATED {allSubframes-r12, csi-SubframeSet1-r12,csi-SubframeSet2-r12, spare1}

	1
	Remove the suffix “-r12” for the enumerated values of field altCQI-Table-r12.
	General CR

	Sa.57
	CQI-ReportConfig, cqi-ReportAperiodic
	Sentence regarding when E-UTRAN configures cqi-ReportAperiodic-v12x0 is better changed to positive style i.e. configures only if)
	1
	Reword
	General CR

	Sa.58
	CQI-ReportConfig, cqi-ReportModeAperiodic
	Are there any constraints regarding when the new value rm32 can be configured?
	2
	Rap: Some views invited
( FFS/ No change for now
	FFS

	ALU.25, Sa.60
	–
CQI-ReportConfig
Field description of

csi-IM-ConfigToAddModList 
	The UE shall ignore csi-IM-ConfigToAddModList-r11 if csi-IM-ConfigToAddModList-r12 is configured.
	2
	We should say that network does not configure both? 

Sam: Generally we should avoid UE requirements, in particular that it should resume the previous REL-11 configuration when the REL-12 replacement is released

Rap: Agree that we normaly make E-UTRAN responsible for release (i.e. no hanging configurations)
CATT> The intention is that only one configuration is set to the UE at the same time. Can be fine with the restriciton from the network point of view that the network should release the current configuration if it attempts to set another configration.
( Change as suggested (relates to C.14)
	General CR

	Sa.59/ 61
	CQI-ReportConfig, CQI-ReportBoth-r12
	It might have been possible to modify the original CQI-ReportBoth (i.e. by increasing the maxCSI-IM-r12 from 3 to 4 while specifying E-UTRAN constraints in the field description i.e. that E-UTRAN applies value 4 restrictively)
	2
	Rap: Current approach seems fine (and safer)
( No change (relates to C.14)
	-

	C.15
	CQI-ReportConfig (FD)
>setup

>> simultaneousAckNackAndCQI
	Some typos are in the field descrption of simultaneousAckNackAndCQI.
	1
	Change to:

Parameter: Simultaneous-AN-and-CQI, see TS 36.213 [23, 10.1]. TRUE indicates that simultaneous transmission of ACK/NACK and CQI is allowed.
	General CR

	INT25
	CQI-ReportConfig
	CQI-ReportConfig field descriptions:

The field description of “cqi-pmi-ConfigIndex” is incomplete for the case when CSI subframe set 1 is indicated by csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12 is configured.
	2
	Update field description of “cqi-pmi-ConfigIndex” by adding the highlighted part below:

Parameter: CQI/PMI Periodicity and Offset Configuration Index ICQI/PMI, see TS 36.213 [23, tables 7.2.2-1A and 7.2.2-1C]. If subframe patterns for CSI (CQI/PMI/PTI/RI) reporting are configured (i.e. csi-SubframePatternConfig is configured), the parameter applies to the subframe pattern corresponding to csi-MeasSubframeSet1 or corresponding to the CSI subframe set 1 indicated by csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12.
CATT> Can be updated 
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	INT26
	CQI-ReportConfig
	CQI-ReportConfig field descriptions:
The field description of “ri-ConfigIndex” is incomplete for the case when CSI subframe set 1 is indicated by csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12 is configured.
	2
	Update field description of “ri-ConfigIndex” by adding the highlighted part below:

Parameter: RI Config Index IRI, see TS 36.213 [23, 7.2.2-1B]. If subframe patterns for CSI (CQI/PMI/PTI/RI) reporting are configured (i.e. csi-SubframePatternConfig is configured), the parameter applies to the subframe pattern corresponding to csi-MeasSubframeSet1 or corresponding to the CSI subframe set 1 indicated by csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12.
CATT> Can be updated 
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	ERI-99, ALU.27, C.7
	CSI-Process
	CSI-Process-r11 has a Rel-12 extension addition that contains a fieldalternativeCodeBookEnabledFor4TX which is defined as an optional single value enumeration by using need code OR. This means that the field needs to be included if EUTRAN does not want the UE to release the configuration which may result in overhead issues. Therefore it would be better to define the field as boolean optional with need code ON. The same applies for the field cqi-reportAperiodicProcSecond-r12 where a an optional disable/enable choice with need code ON would have less overhead than need OR. It is also unclear when the field csi-IM-ConfigIdList-r12 is released and therefore a disable/enable choice would be more preferable.
	2
	Eri: Change the optional (OR) enumeration to optional (ON) boolean and introduce an optional disable/enable choice, i.e.


[[
alternativeCodebookEnabledFor4TXProc-r12
BOOLEAN

OPTIONAL,
-- Need ORON


csi-IM-ConfigIdList-r12

CHOICE {




release





NULL,




setup





SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..2)) OF CSI-IM-ConfigId-r12


}
OPTIONAL,
-- Cond
CSIIMREL12Need ON


cqi-ReportAperiodicProcSecond-r12
CHOICE {




release





NULL,




setup





CQI-ReportAperiodicProc-r11


}

OPTIONAL
-- Need ORON

]]
CATT, ALu: May be sufficient to add “...and the UE shall delete any existing value for this field.” to condition CSIIMREL12
Rap: Suggest to adopt Ercisson proposal (seems more in line with general principles i.e. E-UTRAN explicit release)
CATT> For csi-IM-ConfigIdList-r12, it is a conditionally mandatory present. Ericsson proposal does not reflect the condition. Prefer to the existing way.

For cqi-ReportAperiodicProcSecond-r12, the current proposal just follows the legacy way. If we change Rel-12 IE to disable/enable choice and leave Rel-11 as it is , different handling ways exist between Rel-12 subframe set 1 and subframe set 2. Is this allowed?
Rap2: Still suggest delta signalling. However, the requrement in the condition should be kept but is anyhow better reflected by a constraint in the field description (i.e. both fields must be configured together but the fields don’t always have to be together in a message)
( Change as suggested (to delta), but move constaint to field description
	General CR

	INT15
	CSI-Process
	In CSI-Process the field descriptions of cqi-ReportAperiodicProc and cqi-ReportAperiodicProcSecond are not in alphabetical order.

	1
	Add the field descriptions of cqi-ReportAperiodicProc and cqi-ReportAperiodicProcSecond in alphabetical order, i.e. before cqi-ReportBothProc.
	General CR

	Sa.52
	CSI-Process, alternativeCodebookEnabledFor4TXProc
	Name should simply indicate what it is (need not reflect when the codebook is applied)
	1
	E.g. codeBookAlt1. ..
	General CR

	Sa.62
	CSI process, cqi-ReportAperiodicProc(Second)
	The field descriptions only seems to cover the use when eIMTA is configured, while the REL-11 field
	2
	Seems good to clarify the use of cqi-ReportAperiodicProc when eIMTA is not configured i.e. that the UE reports the legacy CSI subframe set 1 or the legacy CSI subframe set 2 depending on the reception of PDCCH
CATT> Can be updated as follows:

cqi-ReportAperiodicProc
If csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12 is configured for the same frequency as the CSI process, cqi-ReportAperiodicProc
is for CSI subframe set 1; if csi-MeasSubframeSet1-r10 and/or csi-MeasSubframeSet2-r10 are configured for the same frequency as the CSI process, cqi-ReportAperiodicProc is for CSI subframe set 1 and/or CSI subframe set 2; otherwise, this parameter is for all subframes.
	General CR

	C.8
	CSI-Process
	The name of Cond CSIIMREL12 is not aligned with the tradition.
	1
	Change the name of CSIIMREL12 to CSIIM-r12.
	General CR

	ALU.31
	–
CSI-RS-Config
	ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12 and zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r10
	2
	Using the same names is a bit confusing since this is not a critical extension of IE.  Simplest might be to use ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12 in the setup branch of zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r10 and in the eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12 setup branch.
Rap: Seems strange to use suffix –r12 if this is not a critical extension. More discussion seems needed
( FFS; more discussion/ views preferred. A paper would be preferrable (also covering ALU.32)
	FFS/ TDoc ALu?

	ALU.32
	–
CSI-RS-Config
	eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12
	2/ 3
	Relationship between zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r10 and eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12 is unclear.  Can eNB configure both?

Rap: I understand CSI-RS-Config2-r12 is used to configure additional fields i.e. would normally have been named CSI-RS-Config-v12xy. Clarification may be added regarding simultanous configuration. Suggestions would be appreciated
CATT> Can be updated as following:
CSI-RS-Config-v12x0 ::=      SEQUENCE {

    zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-Second-r12     CHOICE {

       release                   NULL,

       setup                     SEQUENCE {

           zeroTxPowerResourceConfigList-r12    BIT STRING (SIZE (16)),

           zeroTxPowerSubframeConfig-r12    INTEGER (0..154)

       }

    }                                                         OPTIONAL,         -- Need ON

    ds-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12     CHOICE {

        release                      NULL,

        setup                        SEQUENCE {

           zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-List-r12       SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxDS-ZTP-CSI-RS-r12)) OF ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12

        }

    }                                                          OPTIONAL           -- Need ON

}

ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12 ::= SEQUENCE {

    zeroTxPowerResourceConfigList-r12        BIT STRING (SIZE (16)),

    zeroTxPowerSubframeConfig-r12            INTEGER (0..154)

}

-- ASN1STOP

CSI-RS-Config field descriptions

antennaPortsCount
Parameter represents the number of antenna ports used for transmission of CSI reference signals where value an1 corresponds to 1 antenna port, an2 to 2 antenna ports and so on, see TS 36.211 [21, 6.10.5].

zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-Second 
Parameter represents the second  zero power CSI-RS [23, 7.2.7] in addition to zeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r10, for a serving cell configured with csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12 and TM 1 – 9.
Hua: in our view, simultanous configuration is possible.
( FFS; more discussion/ views seem needed. A paper seems be preferrable (also covering ALU.31)
	FFS/ TDoc ALu?

	ALU.33
	–
CSI-RS-Config
Field description of eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS

	eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS
Parameter for additional zeroTxPowerCSI-RS for a serving cell, when csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12 and TM 1 – 9 are configured for the serving cell.
	1/ 2
	To check what “when...” means here.  Is this to be configured only when this condition is met?    IF so rephrase as a E-UTRAN restriction.

Rap: Fine to reword to normal stye i.e. as E-UTRAN constraint
CATT> See ALU.32.
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	Sa.63
	CSI-RS-Config, ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS-r12
	The IE should also be used for eimta and for the REL-11 zeroTxPower CSR RS config
	1
	Apply the REL-12 IE in the legacy IEs also
CATT> Agreed
	General CR

	Sa.64
	CSI-RS-Config, ZP
	Naming of ZP configurations related fields/ IEs seems different
	1
	Some alignment may be considered
Hua: what is the suggestion?
( No change now. More specific proposal is needed e.g. in separate contribution
	-/ TDoc XX?

	INT16
	CSI-RS-Config
	In CSI-RS-Config the field description of eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS is not in alphabetical order.

	1
	Add the field description of eimta-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS in alphabetical order, i.e. after ds-ZeroTxPowerCSI-RS.
	General CR

	C.9
	EIMTA-MainConfig
	The description part of EIMTA-MainConfig is not  accurate. 
	1
	Change

The IE EIMTA-MainConfig is used to specify the RNTI used for eIMTA and the subframes used for eIMTA reconfiguration command transmission.
to

The IE EIMTA-MainConfig is used to specify the eIMTA-RNTI and the subframes used for monitoring PDCCH with eIMTA-RNTI.
	General CR

	C.10
	EIMTA-MainConfigServCell-r12

> setup
>> eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12
	The naming convention sugguest to have upper case for the acronym.
	1
	Change

eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12
To:

eimta-HARQ-ReferenceConfig-r12 
	General CR

	C.11
	EIMTA-MainConfig (FD)
> setup
>> eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12
	In the field description the name of eimta-HarqReferenceConfig should be changed accordingly based on the naming convention.
	1
	Change:

eimta-HarqReferenceConfig
To:

eimta-HARQ-ReferenceConfig
	General CR

	C.12
	EIMTA-MainConfig (FD)
> setup
>> eimta-CommandPeriodicity
	Some typos are in the field descrption of eimta-CommandPeriodicity.
 
	1
	Change to:

Configures the periodicity to monitor PDCCH with eIMTA-RNTI, see TS 36.213 [23, 13.1].
	General CR

	C.13
	EIMTA-Config
	The variable of I in field description eimta-ReConfigIndex should be italic front.
	1
	Change to:

Index of I, see TS 36.212 [22, 5.3.3.1.4].
Int> We think that the current field description of “eimta-ReConfigIndex” is ambiguous and suggest an update, see INT27.
	General CR

	INT27

(missed)
	EIMTA-Config
	EIMTA-Config field descriptions:
The field description of “eimta-ReConfigIndex” saying that it is “Index of I” is ambiguous.  
	2
	To be aligned with description in TS 36.212 [22, 5.3.3.1.4] update field description by adding the highlighted part below:
“Indicates the UL/DL configuration number, see TS 36.212 [22, 5.3.3.1.4]. E-UTRAN configures the same value for all serving cells residing on same frequency band.”

	General CR

	ALU.41
	–
EIMTA-MainConfig
eimta-CommandSubframeSet Field description:
	.. Each bit can be of value 0 or 1...
	1
	“Each bit can be of value 0 or 1.” Doesn’t carry any information and can be deleted.
	General CR

	HUA49, INT24
	EIMTA-MainConfig
	For EIMTA-MainConfig, table title is "EIMTA-Config field descriptions" instead  of "EIMTA-MainConfig filed description"
1
Correct name
	1
	EIMTA-MainConfig field descriptions
CATT> Agreed.
	General CR

	INT19
	EIMTA-MainConfig
	In IE EIMTA-MainConfig:

-In the enumerated value range of eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12 there is a “spare1” missing.
eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12

ENUMERATED {sa2,sa4,sa5},
-The field description of eimta-HarqReferenceConfig is not added in alphabetical order.

-In the field description of mbsfn-SubframeConfigList there is a typo: an “s” is missing in the word “Configure”.

“Configure the MBSFN subframes for the UE …”


	1
	-Add missing “spare1” in the enumerated value range of eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12:

eimta-HarqReferenceConfig-r12

ENUMERATED {sa2, sa4, sa5, spare1},
-Add field description of eimta-HarqReferenceConfig in alphabetical order, i.e. before eimta-ReConfigIndex.
-In the field description of mbsfn-SubframeConfigList correct the word “Configure” to “Configures”. 

Rap: No need to introduce spares in dedicated signalling as there is no difference compared to undefined value (and E-UTRAN anyhow will only use it towards UEs supporting the value, so no need)
( No change
	-

	Sa.66
	EIMTA-MainConfig
	The description does not reflect that there is a general configuration part and a configuration part that is provided per serving cell
	1
	Update IE description/ heading
CATT> Can be updated as following:

The IE EIMTA-MainConfig is used to specify the eIMTA-RNTI and the subframes used for monitoring PDCCH with eIMTA-RNTI. The IE EIMTA-MainConfig is used to specify the eIMTA-RNTI and the subframes used for monitoring PDCCH with eIMTA-RNTI. The IE EIMTA-MainConfigServCell is used to specify the eIMTA related parameters for a serving cell.
	General CR

	ERI-101
	MAC-MainConfig
	TRUE does not need to be Italicized in e-HARQ-Pattern field description
	1
	Remove the Italics

e-HARQ-Pattern

TRUE indicates that enhanced HARQ pattern for TTI bundling is enabled for FDD. E-UTRAN enables this field only when ttiBundling is set to TRUE.
	General CR

	Sa.67
	MAC-MainConfig, dualConnectivityPHR, logicalChannelSR-Config
	Name of field can be improved

For dualConnectivityPHR the name should reflect that it is an extension of the phr-Config e.g. phr-ConfigDC or phr-Config-v12xy

For logicalChannelSR-Config the top level field may reflect that this concerns a parameter which value is common for all logical channels
	1
	Update
	General CR

	ERI-100
	EPDCCH-SetConfig
	EPDCCH-SetConfig-r11 has a Rel-12 extension addition that contains a field csi-RS-ConfigZPId-Second-r12 which is defined as an optional single value enumeration by using need code OR. This means that the field needs to be included if EUTRAN does not want the UE to release the configuration which may result in overhead issues. Therefore it would be better to introduce an optional disable/enable choice structure with need code ON.
	2
	Change the optional need OR to ON and introduce a disable/enable choice structure


[[
csi-RS-ConfigZPId-Second-r12
CHOICE {




release





NULL,




setup





CSI-RS-ConfigZPId-r11


}
OPTIONAL
-- Need ORON

]]
ALU: Just to double check if this is indeed intentionally OR within an extension.  May be OK – all other fields are mandatory and update of them without updating this may not be frequent?  Currently CSI-RS-ConfigZPId-r11 does not have setup/release choice.  If we change from OR, that will also need to be updated

Rap: Can we treat the REL-11 issue seperately? 
CATT> Same view as ALU, how to treat REL-11 issue?
[ALU1]  R-11 seems OK (not sure about my previous comment)
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	Sa.65
	EPDCCH-Config, csi-RS-ConfigZPId-Second
	Field name is not according to convention i.e. there should be dash after abbreviation: ZP-Id
	1
	Change. Note that we also generally use ‘2’ rather than ‘Second’
	General CR

	N55
	LogicalChannelConfig (  logicalChannelSR-Prohibit-r12

	If logicalChannelSR-Config-r12 is set to “release”, what happens with logicalChannelSR-Prohibit-r12? 

The field description says “It is optionally included if logicalChannelSR-ProhibitTimer is configured”. IF now logicalChannelSR-Config-r12 is set to “release”, logicalChannelSR-ProhibitTimer is not configured and  logicalChannelSR-Prohibit-r12 may not be configured to “false” and remains being set to TRUE.
	2/ 3
	This is one case where the issue N1 should be considered.

Rap: Isn’t the general principle sufficient i.e. E-UTRAN should ensure the resulting configuration is consistent and release fields accordingly (see Sa.6)?
( No change (but cover by Sa.6)
	-?

(cover by Sa.6)

	ERI-102, N58
	PDCP-Config
	Inconsistency between field description and ASN.1. The field  description of t-Reordering-r12 field  is named as "reorderingTimer".
	1
	Since the name t-Reordering has been used before, i.e. t-Reordering-r12 is an extension to t-Reordering, it seems logical to align the field description to ASN.1. So align the following field description

reorderingTimert-Reordering
Indicates the value of the reordering timer, as specified in TS 36.323 [8]. Value in milliseconds. Value ms0 means 0 ms, ms20 means 20 ms and so on
with the corresponding ASN.1 coding


[[
ul-DataPath-r12




ENUMERATED {mcg, scg}

OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON


t-Reordering-r12



ENUMERATED {











ms0, ms20, ms40, ms60, ms80, ms100, ms120, ms140,











ms160, ms180, ms200, ms220, ms240, ms260, ms280, ms300,











ms500, ms750, spare14, spare13, spare12, spare11, spare10,










spare9, spare8, spare7, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3,










spare2, spare1}




OPTIONAL
-- Cond SetupS


]]


	General CR

	HUA50
	PDCP-Config
	
[[
ul-DataPath-r12




ENUMERATED {mcg, scg}

OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON
In the field description of the IE, it is said that E-UTRAN only configures the field for split DRBs. 
The question is how to release the configuration if the split DRB is reconfigured to an MCG DRB?
We should  clarify that the filed is only applicable for split bearer. Or the UE shall remove the field if it is not split bearer anymore.
	2
	Proposal: We should  clarify that the filed is only applicable for split bearer. Or the UE shall remove the field if it is not split bearer anymore.
Rap: Relates to Sa.6 (general principles suggest to use UE autonomous release restictively)
CATT> Agree with Huawei. One another way would be to add an Cond tag for this field to clarifiy this cse.
( No change (but cover by Sa.6)
	General CR

(cover by Sa.6)

	HUA51
	PDCP-Config
	Question is how to release the configuration from the UE for:

· an MCG DRB with PDCP reordering on during a handover

· an MCG DRB with PDCP reordering on which to be reconfigured  into an SCG DRB
· A split DRB which to be reconfigured into an MCG DRB during a handover
Currently the release of t-Reordering can only be achieved by full configration. We prefer to use choice structure to allow the explicitly removal of this parameter. .


t-Reordering-r12



ENUMERATED {











ms0, ms20, ms40, ms60, ms80, ms100, ms120, ms140,











ms160, ms180, ms200, ms220, ms240, ms260, ms280, ms300,











ms500, ms750, spare14, spare13, spare12, spare11, spare10,










spare9, spare8, spare7, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3,










spare2, spare1}




OPTIONAL
-- Cond SetupS

SetupS
The field is mandatory present in case of setup of or reconfiguration to a split DRB. The field is optionally present upon reconfiguration of a split DRB or upon DRB type change from split to MCG DRB, need ON. Otherwise the field is not present.

	2
	NN: Discussion needed in general which parameters are one-shot and how ON parameters can be released or disabled
Hua: Proposal: We prefer to use choice structure to allow the explicitly removal of this parameter. .
Rap: Relates to Sa.6 (general principles)
CATT> We would consider the general principle for the UE is to keep the configuration unless explicitly specified to release.
( No change (but cover by Sa.6)
	General CR

(cover by Sa.6)

	ALU.35
	–
PhysicalConfigDedicated
Conditions Eimta, TwoSetsUL
	Can’t be handled as conditions.
	2
	Its presence depends on the configuration rather than presence of the other fields in the message.

The eimta conditional fields also needs to be present to release the configurations (release branch).  

Consider changing from Conditions to Field descriptions with E-UTRAN restrictions of the nature “E-UTRAN only configures ....”
CATT> Can discuss how to handle ths issue. Can change to “The field is optional present, need ON, if the field eimta-MainConfig-r12 is set to “setup”. Otherwise the field is not present.”.
( Move to constraint in field description
	General CR

	ALU.36
	–
PhysicalConfigDedicated
cqi-ReportConfigPCell-v12x0


CQI-ReportConfig-v12x0


OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON

csi-RS-Config2-r12




CSI-RS-Config2-r12



OPTIONAL
-- Need ON
	Release of these seems a bit complex – each individual feild needs to be released
	2
	Whether to introduce a higher level release/setup.

Rap: Does not seem really needed to create a joint release (choice setup/ release) for these 2 fields
( No change for now. If still concerns, provide separate paper
	-

	INT18
	PUCCH-Config
	Field description of nkaPUCCH-AN in 

PUCCH-Config: there is some text in red color.
nkaPUCCH-AN
Parameter: [image: image3.wmf]A

K

PUCCH

N

, see TS 36.213 [23, 10.1.3]. nkaPUCCH-AN-r12 indicates PUCCH format 1a/1b starting offset for the subframe set [image: image4.wmf]A

K

, see TS 36.213 [23, 10.1.3].

	1
	Change red font color to black.
Int> CR is not needed as this has been fixed in v12.4.0
( No change
	General CR

	ERI-103
	PUSCH-ConfigDedicated
	PUSCH-ConfigDedicated-v12x0 IE is referenced in an optional extension field with need ON but the IE itself contains an optional sequence betaOffsetMC-r12 with Need code OR which means that the EUTRAN needs to send the field betaOffsetMC-r12 so long as it does not want the UE to release the configuration. From the overhead point of view, it would be better to define this as an optional disable/enable choice structure with need code ON.
	2
	Change the need code from OR to ON




betaOffsetMC-r12




CHOICE {





release







NULL,





setup







SEQUENCE {







betaOffset-ACK-Index-MC-SubframeSet2-r12


INTEGER (0..15),






betaOffset-RI-Index-MC-SubframeSet2-r12


INTEGER (0..15),






betaOffset-CQI-Index-MC-SubframeSet2-r12


INTEGER (0..15)





}



}















OPTIONAL
-- Need ONOR
CATT> How to treat the legacy issue?
Rap2: The OR only applies if the direct parent is included, so no issue – no need to change
( No change
	-

	ALU.37
	–
PUSCH-Config 

Field descriptions
	betaOffset-ACK-Index, betaOffset-ACK-Index-MC, 

betaOffset-CQI-Index, betaOffset-CQI-Index-MC, 

betaOffset-RI-Index, betaOffset-RI-Index-MC
One value applies for all serving cells with an uplink and not configured with uplink power control subframe sets, and the same value applies for subframe set 1 of all serving cells with an uplink and configured with uplink power control subframe sets (the associated functionality is common i.e. not performed independently for each cell).
	1
	Suggested editorial update (3 places):

One value applies for all serving cells with an uplink and not configured with uplink power control subframe sets. The same value also applies for subframe set 1 of all serving cells with an uplink and configured with uplink power control subframe sets (the associated functionality is common i.e. not performed independently for each cell).
	General CR

	ERI-104
	RadioResourceConfigCommon
	ul-Configuration should be italicized in the condition UlSCell
	1
	Italicize the field reference

ULSCell
For the PSCell (IE is included in RadioResourceConfigCommonPSCell) the field is absent. Otherwise, if the SCell is part of the STAG and if ul-Configuration is included, the field is optional, Need OR. Otherwise the field is not present and the UE shall delete any existing value for this field.

	General CR

	ERI-105
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated
	The IE RLF-TimersAndConstants contains a field  t313-r12 that has 7 enumerated code points. Since 7 code points requires 3 bits and 3 bits can represent 8 bit combinations, it could be motivated to introduce a spare value.
	2
	Introduce a spare value

RLF-TimersAndConstantsSCG-r12 ::=


CHOICE {


release







NULL,


setup







SEQUENCE {



t313-r12






ENUMERATED {













ms0, ms50, ms100, ms200, ms500, ms1000, ms2000, spare1},

Rap: No need to introduce spares in dedicated signalling as there is no difference compared to undefined value (and E-UTRAN anyhow will only use it towards UEs supporting the value, so no need)
CATT> As the spare value does not introduce extra bit, we would accept it.
ERI: Spare values are generally only used in dedicated signaling where unused bit combinations are defined as spares. This is nothing unusual in RAN2. What has changed?
Rap: In my understanding the general principle is not to introduce spares for dedicated fields (as not different from undefined code point so no need). I am aware we are not consistent. I suggest to not introduce, but am open to discuss the general principle – would require separate paper

( TBC No change (not needed)
	-/ TDoc Eri?

	N57
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated ( DRB-ToAddMod ( pdcp-Config
	Does the “Cond PDCP” now allow inclusion of this field when the bearer UL direction is changed? The condition indicates that

“The field is mandatory present if the corresponding DRB is being setup; the field is optionally present, need ON, upon DC-specific bearer addition or reconfiguration.”
	2
	Clarify whether this allows UL direction change without SCG change.

Rap: At this level no restrictions are specified, but they should be specified at the next level i.e. which PDCP field can be reconfigured only upon HO or SCG change. In my understanding UL direction does not require SCG change. So, no need for change
CATT> UL direction change should have been covered by the “DC-specific bearer reconfiguration”.
Nokia Networks> The intent was just to check that the agreement concerning that UL direction change is possible without SCG change is captured. If we find a problem, we will bring a contribution on this (still checking).
( No change
	-

	INT20
	RadioResourceConfigDedicated
	In RadioResourceConfigDedicated:

-In ASN.1 of field neighCellsToReleaseList-r12

the blank between OPTIONAL and comma should be removed:

neighCellsToReleaseList-r12

NeighCellsToReleaseList-r12


OPTIONAL
,
-- Need ON
-The field description of NeighCellsInfo-r12 should be added in alphabetical order, i.e. after neighCellsCRS-Info.
-No suffix is needed for the field names in field descriptions, i.e. crs-PortsCount-r12, mbsfn-SubframeConfig-r12, NeighCellsInfo-r12, P-aList-r12, p-b-r12, resAllocGranularity-r12, servCellp-a-r12, transmissionModeList-r12.
-The font color of field name servCellp-a-r12 is in red:

servCellp-a-r12

Indicates the power offset for QPSK C-RNTI based PDSCH transmissions used by the serving cell, see 36.213 [23, 5.2]. Value dB-6 corresponds to -6 dB, dB-4dot77 corresponds to -4.77 dB etc.

	1
	-In ASN.1 of field neighCellsToReleaseList-r12 remove
the blank between OPTIONAL and comma.
-Add field description of NeighCellsInfo-r12 in alphabetical order after the field neighCellsCRS-Info. 

-Remove the suffix “-r12” from the field names in field descriptions: crs-PortsCount-r12, mbsfn-SubframeConfig-r12, NeighCellsInfo-r12, P-aList-r12, p-b-r12, resAllocGranularity-r12, servCellp-a-r12, transmissionModeList-r12.
-Change font color of field name servCellp-a-r12 to black.
Int> the first and fourth issue have been already fixed in v12.4.0
	General CR

	ERI-107
	RLC-Config
	Considering the field description below; is it OK to describe more than one field in a single row in the field decription table? Do we need to split the description for dl and ul fields?
dl-extended-RLC-LI-Field, ul-extended-RLC-LI-Field

Indicates the RLC LI field size. Value true means that 15 bit LI length shall be used, otherwise 11 bit LI length shall be used; see TS 36.322 [7]. E-UTRAN enables this field only when RLC-Config (without suffix) is set to am.
	1
	dl-extended-RLC-LI-Field, ul-extended-RLC-LI-Field
Indicates the RLC LI field size. Value true means that 15 bit LI length shall be used, otherwise 11 bit LI length shall be used; see TS 36.322 [7]. E-UTRAN enables this field only when RLC-Config (without suffix) is set to am.
ul-extended-RLC-LI-Field

Indicates the RLC LI field size. Value true means that 15 bit LI length shall be used, otherwise 11 bit LI length shall be used; see TS 36.322 [7]. E-UTRAN enables this field only when RLC-Config (without suffix) is set to am.
Rap: We have more cases of covering multiple fields by one description, so no change seems needed
[ALUr1]  Don’t think we should be doing this always.  Open to other views.
( No change (no need, seems matter of taste. Could still split if there is a need to differentiate)
	-

	LG.21
	RLC-Config
	Italic for a reference to a specific value of ASN.1 field
	1
	dl-extended-RLC-LI-Field, ul-extended-RLC-LI-Field

Indicates the RLC LI field size. Value true means that 15 bit LI length shall be used, otherwise 11 bit LI length shall be used; see TS 36.322 [7]. E-UTRAN enables this field only when RLC-Config (without suffix) is set to am.
ERI: No strong opinion but isn’t the value true usually spelled with capital letters and without Italics, i.e. TRUE (in the same manner as false) for BOOLEAN types. The situation would be different for enumerations.
Hua: currently it is not consistence in spec, some place we use italic, some places not. We think it should be not italic.
Rap2: In my understanding LG is correct

( Change as suggested
	General CR

	ALU.38
	–
SPS-Config
Condition TwoSetsUL
	Can’t be handled as conditions.
	2
	Its presence depends on the configuration rather than presence of the other fields in the message.

Consider changing from Conditions to Field descriptions with E-UTRAN restrictions of the nature “E-UTRAN only configures ....”

But then release will become a problem ...  See also ALU-39

( Change as suggested (but consider ALU.39)
	General CR

	ALU.39
	–
SPS-Config
	p0-PersistentSubframeSet2-r12
	2/ 3
	The field is optional present, need ON, if the field tpc-SubframeSet-r12 is configured.
Related to ALU.x.  The following condition implies that even when tpc-SubframeSet-r12 is configured, you don’t have to have p0-PersistentSubframeSet2-r12 configured.  This means that it should be possible to release p0-PersistentSubframeSet2-r12 even with tpc-SubframeSet-r12 is configured and there does not seem to be a way to release it.

Rap: Wouldn’t it be better to introduce explicit signalling by which the network can indicate that the UE shall release (rather than this UE autonomous release). Relates to the general issue in Sa.6
CATT> Change to “The field is optional present, need ON, if the field tpc-SubframeSet-r12 is set to ‘setup’. Otherwise the field is not present and UE shall delete any existing value of this field.”
( No change (but cover by Sa.6)
	General CR

(cover by Sa.6)

	INT23
	SPS-config
	In SPS-config, the condition TwoSetsUL is defined as "The field is optional present, need ON, if the field tpc-SubframeSet-r12 is configured. Otherwise the field is not present and UE shall delete the field autonomously." The more normal text to use for such cases is " UE shall delete any existing value for this field.
	1
	Propose to change " UE shall delete the field autonomously " to  "UE shall delete any existing value for this field""

Rap: May not be relevant anymore after ALU.38/9
	-/ General CR?



	INT29
	SPS-Config
	In SPS-Config IEs field descriptions are missing for following subframeset2 related IEs:

p0-NominalPUSCH-PersistentSubframeSet2-r12, p0-UE-PUSCH-PersistentSubframeSet2-r12
	2
	Add missing field descriptions, details tbd.

Rap: Suggestions would be appreciated
Int> We will come with proposal soon
( No change, concrete proposal/ TDoc appreciated
	-/ TDoc Int?


	N59, INT21
	TDD-Config
	In IE TDD-Config new field TDD-SubframeAssignmentSC-r12 has been added with value range:
ENUMERATED {none, sa0, sa1, sa2, sa3, sa4, sa5, sa6}
However, any description of TDD-SubframeAssignmentSC-r12 is missing clarifying the meaning of the values, esp. value none.

	1/ 2
	Add missing description of SubframeAssignmentSC-r12, details tbd.

Describe that this is for sidelink and also provide cross reference to the L1 specs for any special subframe assignment for sidelink.

Rap: Suffix should change to SL
[QC] The field name of TDD-SubframeAssignmentSC-r12 is tdd-SubframeAssignment-r12. There are procedural texts associated with tdd-SubframeAssignment-r12 in 5.10.7.4. Agree though that “SC” should be changed to “SL”.
Int> We will come with proposal soon
ERI: The proposed change seems beneficial.
( Change suffix to SL. Further description seems desirable, concrete proposal appreciated (separate contribution)

	ProSe CR/ TDoc Int?

	ALU.42
	UplinkPowerControl field descriptions
	tpc-SubframeSet
Indicates the uplink subframes (including UpPTS in special subframes) of the uplink power control subframe sets. Each bit has either value 0 or value1. Value 0 means the subframe belongs to uplink power control subframe set 1, and value 1 means the subframe belongs to uplink power control subframe set 2.
	1
	Delete: Each bit has either value 0 or value1.
	General CR



	INT22
	UplinkPowerControlCommonPSCell
	In new IE UplinkPowerControlCommonPSCell-r12 of UplinkPowerControl information elements: the suffix “-r10” for the fields below are wrong:

deltaF-PUCCH-Format3-r10, deltaF-PUCCH-Format1bCS-r10



	1
	Replace the suffices „-r10“ with „-r12“.
	General CR



	INT28
	UplinkPowerControl
	In UplinkPowerControl IEs field descriptions are missing for following subframeset2 related IEs:

p0-NominalPUSCH-SubframeSet2-r12, alpha-SubframeSet2-r12, p0-UE-PUSCH-SubframeSet2-r12
	2
	Add missing field descriptions, details tbd.

Rap: Suggestions would be appreciated (also see INT21)
Int> We will come with proposal soon
( No change, concrete proposal/ TDoc appreciated
	
-/ TDoc Int?

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.3 Security control information elements

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.4 Mobility control information elements

	ERI-108
	MobilityControlInfoSCG
	MobilityControlInfoSCG-r12 defines a timer t307. Since this is new content in the protocol, the field should have -r12 tag.
	1
	Add the missing –r12 tag

MobilityControlInfoSCG-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {


t307-r12






ENUMERATED {












ms50, ms100, ms150, ms200, ms500, ms1000,












ms2000, spare1},


	General CR

	N60
	MobilityControlInfo ( Cond SCGEst



	The reference to SCG establishment is misleading because SCG establishment is not really defined. The condition text is:

This field is mandatory present in case of SCG establishment; otherwise the field is optionally present, need ON.
	2
	Define properly "SCG establishment" – see also issue N38
( No change (cover by Sa.4)
	(cover by Sa.4)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.5 Measurement information elements

	INT30
	MeasConfig
	The field descriptions of MeasConfig are not in alphabetical order and should be restructured.
	1
	Restructure the field descriptions of MeasConfig in following order:

allowInterruptions, measGapConfig, measIdToRemoveList, measObjectToAddModList, measObjectToRemoveList,

measRSRQ-OnAllSymbols, measScaleFactor, …


	General CR

	ERI-109, LG.23
	MeasConfig, measScaleFactor
	reducedMeasPerformance,measObjectEUTRA and measObjectUTRAN fields should be italicized in the measScaleFactor field description
	1
	Italicize the fields

measScaleFactor

Even if reducedMeasPerformance is not included in any measObjectEUTRA or measObjectUTRA, E-UTRAN may configure this field. The UE behavior is specified in TS 36.133 [16].
	General CR

	HUA52
	MeasDS-Config, dmtc-PeriodOffset
	Editorial
	1
	The value of DMTC offset is in number of subframe(s)
	General CR

	HUA53
	MeasDS-Config, ds-OccasionDuration

	Editorial.
	1
	ds-OccasionDuration
Indicates the duration of discovery signals occasion for this frequency. Discovery signals occasion duration is common for all cells transmitting discovery signals on one frequency.
	General CR

	N61
	MeasObject { CDMA2000, EUTRAN, GERAN, UTRAN}
	The release of all the parameters under Need ON should be clarified. 
Are they possible to release/reconfigure at re-establishment or not?

	3
	The release of all the parameters under Need ON should be clarified from Rel-10 and Rel-11. 
We also need to clarify the difference between “one-shot” and “ON” parameters, i.e. some parameters are never retained, just used once (immediately) after being received. 

See also issues N56, N57

Rap: Shouldn’t we try to apply the general principles i.e. E-UTRAN should explicitly release when needed/ not applicable anymore (see Sa.6)? It is assume that given extension marker overhead we want delta signalling for extensions (so need OR is no option)
Nokia Networks> For parameters which have Need ON already, we need to consider whether they can be released or whether they are one-shot or not. We thought Alcatel-Lucent promised to check this issue for the ASN.1 review, but we raised it up so it’s not forgotten.
( FFS/ no change for now (cover by Sa.6?)
	FFS/ TDoc XX (cover by Sa.6)

	MTK31
	MeasObjectEUTRA, altTTT-CellsToRemoveList
	Suggest to add Need code for 

altTTT-CellsToRemoveList-r12
CellIndexList



OPTIONAL,

-- Need ON


altTTT-CellsToAddModList-r12
AltTTT-CellsToAddModList-r12
OPTIONAL

-- Need ON
	1
	Add need ON for alternativeTimeToTrigger
Rap: Already present (so no need to change)
Hua: agree wit Rap.
	-

	Sa.70
	MeasObjectEUTRA
	No need for 2 REL-12 extension addition groups
	1
	Combine the 2 groups
ERI: Agree, they should be combined.
	General CR

	LG.22
	MeasObjectUTRA
	Seems to be wrong suffix
	1
	csg-allowedReportingCells-v930 ( csg-allowedReportingCells-r9
Rap: Comment is about legacy field (so outside scope of the review)
	-

	N62
	QuantityConfig ( quantityConfigEUTRA-v12xy  ( filterCoefficientCSI-RSRP-r12
	What is the UE behaviour when the filter coefficient is not configured, since there is a default value? 

	2
	Does the configuration always remain? Can you ever remove the FilterCoefficient? If not, when the NW re-configures previously-done CSI-RS, will it need to also include the filterCoefficient again OR does the UE retain the old value? E.g. eNB configures FC0 for CSI-RS. Then it removes measDS-Config. Then it adds measDS-config again. Does the UE retain FC0 or not?

Note that this comment also applies for the filterCoefficient2-FDD-r10 introduced in Rel-10.

Rap: Relates to the discussion on the general principles i.e. that E-UTRAN should explicitly release when needed/ not applicable anymore (see Sa.6)? Despite the extension marker overhead, there may be no need to support delta signalling for this IE (changes are probably infrequent). So need OR seems an option?
Nokia Networks> Further discussion may be beneficial during the meeting.
[ALUr1]  OK for Need OR.  Use of default is not normally used in LTE (apart from here).
( FFS/ no change for now, though change to need OR seems accetable (cover by Sa.6?)
	FFS (cover by Sa.6?)

	ERI-110
	ReportConfigEUTRA, useT312
	useT312 field description is duplicated; one with change marks and another one without. The field does not exist in Rel-11 specification. Maybe this is a cut-and-paste error. 
	1
	Remove the duplicated field description (i.e. one without change marks)
	General CR

	ERI-112
	ReportConfigEUTRA, usePSCell
	TRUE does not need to be Italicized in the usePSCell field description.
	1
	Remove the Italics

usePSCell

If this field is set to TRUE the UE shall use the PSCell instead of the PCell (applicable for events A3 and A5, see 5.5.4.4 and 5.5.4.6).
	General CR

	ERI-111
	ReportConfigEUTRA, useT312
	t321-r12 is a field name and therefore it should be Italicized in useT312 field description.
	1
	Italicize the field name

useT312
This field applies to the event functionality, and when this field is included, the UE shall use the timer T312 with the value t312-r12 as specified in the corresponding measObject. If the corresponding measObject does not include the timer T312 then the timer T312 is considered as not configured.
Rap2: Suffix can be removed also
	General CR

	MTK30
	ReportConfigEUTRA, aN-Threshold1
	Is it correct to use “aN” without a real nubmer?

aN-Threshold1-v12xy




RSRQ-Range-v12xy

OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR
	1
	Rap: Similar style adopted in other cases (to be concise), so no need to change
Hua: Agree with Rap.
	-

	ERI-113
	ReportConfigInterRAT, b2-Threshold1-v12xy
	The optional extension field b2-Threshold1-v12xy is defined with need code OR. The field is released if EUTRAN does not include it and therefore this field may became and overhead issue. An optional disable/enable choice structure with need ON would be therefore preferable.
	2
	Change the need code from OR to ON and introduce an optional disable/enable choice structure.


[[
b2-Threshold1-v12xy




CHOICE {




release







NULL,




setup







RSRQ-Range-v12xy





}

OPTIONAL 
-- Need ORON

]]
Rap: Wouldn’t this be changed very infrequently, so need OR may actually be sufficient?
Hua:tend to agree with Rap.
[ALUr1]  OR seems OK.
( TBC/ no change (OR seems acceptable, but implies field needs to be included whenever reportConfig is modified – as for reportQuantityUTRA-FDD). Some general disussion may be desirable on delta signalling for fields with extension marker overhead
	-TBC

	MTK29
	6.3.5 ReportConfigInterRAT
	The description is not correct.

The IE RSRQ-Type specifies the RSRQ value type used in RSRQ measurements, see TS 36.214 [48]. The values of crsSymbols, allSymbols, wideband and allSymbolsWithWideBand correspond to the UE performing RSRQ measurement not on all OFDM symbols without wider bandwidth, on all OFDM symbols without wider bandwidth, not on all OFDM symbols with wider bandwidth, and on all OFDM symbols with wider bandwidth.
	1
	Change to: 

The IE RSRQ-Type specifies the RSRQ value type used in RSRQ measurements, see TS 36.214 [48]. The values of crsSymbols, allSymbols, wideband and allSymbolsWithWideBand correspond to the UE performing RSRQ measurement not on all OFDM symbols plus without wider bandwidth, on all OFDM symbols plus  without wider bandwidth, not on all OFDM symbols plus without wider bandwidth, and on all OFDM symbols plus with wider bandwidth
Hua: do we really need to do this “plus”. If anything is needed, we would prefer to change it as

not on all OFDM symbols not on wider bandwidth, on all OFDM symbols not on wider bandwidth, not on all OFDM symbols on wider bandwidth, and on all OFDM symbols on wider bandwidth.
Rap2: Wording can be improved. Could we generally talk about regular or legacy i.e. like ‘on CRS symbols’ and using ‘regular bandwith’?
	General CR?

	ERI-114, N63
	RSRP-Range
	RSRP-Range : The explanation of RSRP-RangeProse5 and RSRP-RangeProse10 should be part of a field description.
	1
	Add field descriptions explaining the values.
[QC] It is not clear what “explanation” other than the existing notes is necessary. The field names for RSRP-RangeProse5 are syncTxThreshIC or syncTxThreshOoC, for which behaviors are defined in 5.10.7.2 and 5.10.7.6.
Rap2: Understand the intention is to move the ASN.1 comment regarding the values to the field description, as normally done (which seems fine)
	ProSe CR

	N64
	RSRP-RangeProse5 and RSRP-RangeProse10
	Why do the names include magic numbers 5 and 10?
	2
	We don’t typically indicate the steps of the value ranges in the names. E.g. Prose1 and Prose2 could be used instead.
[QC] Fine
( Change to 1 and 2 (too bad, seemed nice/ informative)
	ProSe CR

	ALU.43
	–
RSRQ-Range
	If a field using RSRQ-Range-v12xy is signalled, the value indicated by the RSRQ-Range-v12xy shall be used.
	1
	Suggested text: If a field using RSRQ-Range-v12xy is signalled, the value indicated by the RSRQ-Range-v12xy shall be used and the value signalled by shall be RSRQ-Range (without the suffix) ignored.
	General CR

	Sa.71
	RSRQ-Type
	It seems clearer to represent this by two independent sub-fields (i.e. for symbols and bandwith)

>Now it is not clear that value wideband means crs symbols
	1
	Update. For each field it seems best to have an optional Enum with single value (all, wb), as then absence implies legacy behaviour

Hua: if most companies think it is not clear, another way could be we still have one IE, just update the name as:
crsSymbols, allSymbols, wideBandOncrsSymbols, WideBandOnAllSymbols
Rap2: No strong opinon, separate field seem simplest (no benefit to combine)
	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.6 Other information elements

	C.16
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	The OPTIONALof IE longDRX-Command-r12 is hignlighted yellow.
	1
	Highlighted should be undone
Int> CR is not needed as this has been fixed in v12.4.0
	General CR

	C.17
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	The name of IE numberOfNAICSCapableCC-r12 is not correct.
	1
	1. Change the IE name numberOfNAICSCapableCC-r12 to numberOfNAICS-CapableCC-r12
2. Change the field descriptions of naics-Capability-List and supportedNAICS-2CRS-AP that mention numberOfNAICSCapableCC-r12 as the followings:

naics-Capability-List
Indicates that UE supports NAICS, i.e. receiving assistance information from serving cell and using it to cancel or suppress interference of neighbouring cell(s) for at least one band combination. If not present, UE does not support NAICS for any band combination. The field numberOfNAICS-CapableCC indicates the maximum number of component carriers where the NAICS processing is supported and the field numberOfAggregatedPRB indicates the maximum aggregated bandwidth across these of component carriers (expressed as a number of PRBs).

· For numberOfNAICS-CapableCC = 1, UE signals one value for numberOfAggregatedPRB from the range {50, 75, 100};

· For numberOfNAICS-CapableCC = 2, UE signals one value for numberOfAggregatedPRB from the range {50, 75, 100, 125, 150, 175, 200}; 

· For numberOfNAICS-CapableCC = 3, UE signals one value for numberOfAggregatedPRB from the range {50, 75, 100, 125, 150, 175, 200, 225, 250, 275, 300}; 

· For numberOfNAICS-CapableCC = 4, UE signals one value for numberOfAggregatedPRB from the range {50, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300, 350, 400};
· For numberOfNAICS-CapableCC = 5, UE signals one value for numberOfAggregatedPRB from the range {50, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300, 350, 400, 450, 500}.
supportedNAICS-2CRS-AP

If included, the UE supports NAICS for the band combination. The UE shall include a bitmap of the same length, and in the same order, as in naics-Capability-List, to indicate 2 CRS AP NAICS capability of the band combination. The first/ leftmost bit points to the first entry of naics-Capability-List, the second bit points to the second entry of naics-Capability-List, and so on. For band combinations with a single component carrier, UE is only allowed to indicate {numberOfNAICS-CapableCC, numberOfAggregatedPRB} = {1, 100} if NAICS is supported.


	General CR

	C.18
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	According to LS R2-144726 from RAN1, a new component “Support for PUCCH format 3” was added to feature group 7-1 defined in R1-144535. The definition of corresponding capability “phy-TDD-ReConfig-TDDPCell”: needs to be updated; otherwise, the definition is imcomplete.


	2































































































































	Add the following text in red  in the field description of phy-TDD-ReConfig-TDDPCell :
phy-TDD-ReConfig-TDDPCell
Indicates whether the UE supports TDD UL/DL reconfiguration for TDD serving cell(s) via monitoring PDCCH with eIMTA-RNTI on a TDD PCell, HARQ feedback according to UL and DL HARQ reference configurations, and PUCCH format 3.
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	C.19
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	A suffix “-r12” is not needed in the field description name of rsrqOnAllSymbols-r12
	1
	Remove  the “-r12” from the field description name of rsrqOnAllSymbols-r12
rsrqOnAllSymbols
Indicates whether the UE can perform RSRQ measurement on all OFDM symbols and also support the extended RSRQ upper value range from -3dB to 2.5dB in measurement configuration and reporting as specified in TS 36.133 [16].
Int> Agree, is also covered by INT36
	General CR

	C.20
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	Some typos are in the field descrption of mbms-AsyncDC.

	1
	Change to:

Indicates whether the UE in RRC_CONNECTED supports MBMS reception on a frequency indicated in an MBMSInterestIndication message, where (according to supportedBandCombination) the carriers that are or can be configured as serving cells in the MCG and the SCG are not synchronized.
	General CR

	C.21
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
> dc-Support-r12
	It is not correct that dc-Support-r12 is mandatory. Then a non-DC capable UE shall still indicate dc-Support-r12. 


	2
	Change to:
BandCombinationParameters-v12xy ::=
SEQUENCE {


dc-Support-r12




SEQUENCE {







asynchronous-r12



ENUMERATED {supported}


OPTIONAL,



supportedCellGrouping-r12

BIT STRING (SIZE (1..15))

OPTIONAL





















} OPTIONAL, 

supportedNAICS-2CRS-AP-r12

BIT STRING (SIZE (1..maxNAICS-Entries-r12))

OPTIONAL,

commSupportedBandsPerBC-r12



BIT STRING (SIZE (1.. maxBands)) 

OPTIONAL,

...
}

( Change as suggested
	General CR

	C.22
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
> dc-Support-r12 (FD)
	In the field descrption of dc-Support-r12, the reference to the field identifier should be italic front.

	1
	Change to:

Including field asynchronous indicates that the UE supports asynchronous DC and power control mode 2.
	General CR

	ERI-115
	UE-EUTRA-Capability, ue-Category (FD)
	In the field description for ue-Category below, “(without suffix)” should not be in italics.

UE category as defined in TS 36.306 [5]. Set to values 0 to 15 in this version of the specification. For ASN.1 compatibility, a UE indicating category 0 shall also indicate any of the categories (1..5) in ue-Category (without suffix), which is ignored by the eNB. The field ue-Category-v12xy is set to values 0, 13, 14 or 15 in this version of the specification.
	1
	UE category as defined in TS 36.306 [5]. Set to values 0 to 15 in this version of the specification. For ASN.1 compatibility, a UE indicating category 0 shall also indicate any of the categories (1..5) in ue-Category (without suffix), which is ignored by the eNB. The field ue-Category-v12xy is set to values 0, 13, 14 or 15 in this version of the specification.
	General CR

	N65
	UE-EUTRA-Capability ( RLC-Parameters-r12
	The extended-RLC-LI-Field-r12 capability is missing OPTIONAL in UE capability IE.
	1
	Add the missing OPTIONAL.

Rap: Not needed as there is just a single field in this group (so optionalilty of upper level is sufficient)
	-

	LG.24
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	Add ‘rel12’ in UE-EUTRA-Capability and HandoverPreparationInformation

	2
	AccessStratumRelease ::=


ENUMERATED {











rel8, rel9, rel10, rel11, rel12spare4, spare3,











spare2, spare1, ...}

accessStratumRelease

Set to rel121 in this version of the specification.
HandoverPreparationInformation-v920-IEs
::= SEQUENCE {


ue-ConfigRelease-r9




ENUMERATED {











rel9, rel10, rel11, rel12spare5, spare4, spare3,











spare2, spare1, ...} 


OPTIONAL, 
-- Cond HO2


nonCriticalExtension



HandoverPreparationInformation-v9d0-IEs

OPTIONAL

}
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	LG.25
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	Unnecessary ‘OPTIONAL’ since RF-Parameters-v10f0 is OPTIONAL
	2
	RF-Parameters-v10f0 ::=




SEQUENCE {


modifiedMPR-Behavior-r10




BIT STRING (SIZE (32))



OPTIONAL
}

[ALUr1]  Is this a Rel10 change?  !!!! 

( No change (legacy issue i.e. out of scope)
	-

	LG.26
	UE-EUTRA-Capability, mbms-SCell (FD)
	The field descriptions for mbms-SCell and mbms-NonServingCell are not in alphabetical order.
	1
	Change the order between mbms-SCell and mbms-NonServingCell
	General CR

	LG.27
	UE-EUTRA-Capability, requestedBands
	Since the UE indicates in requestedBands the same bands and in the same order as included in the received requestedFrequencyBands, the size needs to be aligned.
	2
	Change the size of requestedBands to 16 or change the size of requestedFrequencyBands to maxBands. 
Rap: change requestedBands to 16
( Change as suggested by Rap
	General CR

	INT38
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	UE-EUTRA-Capability IE::
In PhyLayerParameters-v12xy the fields phy-TDD-ReConfig-TDDPCell-r12, phy-TDD-ReConfig-FDDPCell-r12 do not follow naming convention.
	1
	Correct field names to:

phy-TDD-ReConfig-TDD-PCell-r12, 

phy-TDD-ReConfig-FDD-PCell-r12, 


	General CR

	INT39
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	UE-EUTRA-Capability fields descriptions:
csi-SubframeSet field description references to REL-12 DL CSI subframe set configuration, REL-12 DL CSI subframe set dependent CSI measurement/ feedback. However, this is ambiguous and thus it should be clearly clarified to which REL-12 DL CSI subframe set configuration and REL-12 DL CSI subframe set dependent CSI measurement/feedback the field csi-SubframeSet is referring to.
	2
	Update field description of csi-SubframeSet as follows:

csi-SubframeSet
Indicates whether the UE supports REL-12 DL CSI subframe set configuration specified by altCQI-Table-r12, REL-12 DL CSI subframe set dependent CSI measurement/feedback specified by csi-MeasSubframeSet-r12, configuration of up to 2 CSI-IM resource for a CSI process with no more than 4 CSI-IM resources for all CSI processes of one frequency if the UE supports tm10, configuration of two ZP-CSI-RS for tm1 to tm9, PDSCH RE mapping with two ZP-CSI-RS configurations, and EPDCCH RE mapping with two ZP-CSI-RS configurations if the UE supports EPDCCH. This field is only applicable for UEs supporting TDD.
CATT> No need to change. This capability is not related to altCQI-Table-r12.
( TBC: No change for now (but to be confirmed. If more background is needed separate paper may be provided)
	-/ TDoc Int?

	QC.5
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	The field description of commSupportedBands refers to bits indicating the bands on which the UE supports ProSe Direct Communication. However commSupportedBands is an explicit list of FreqBandIndicator.
	1
	Correct the description to reflect the actual structure of the field.
	ProSe CR

	MTK34
	UE-EUTRA-Capability, dc-support
	dc-support : “Including this field for a band combination entry comprising of two or more bands, indicates that …”
	1
	- Current description excludes intra-band non-contiguous band combinations. Also the comma is redundant.

- Proposed modification:

“Including this field for a band combination entry comprising of two or more band entries indicates that …”
	General/ DC CR

	INT33
	UE-EUTRA-Capability, dl-256QAM (FD)
	In UE-EUTRA-Capability field descriptions: For field dl-256QAM an entry in the column “FDD/ TDD diff” is missing.

	1
	Set entry in the column “FDD/ TDD diff” to '-'.
	General CR

	INT34
	UE-EUTRA-Capability, NoResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling (FD)
	Field NoResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling in UE-EUTRA-Capability field descriptions:

-Field NoResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling should be added in alphabetical order after field 
NonContiguousUL-RA-WithinCC-List.

-Field name of NoResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling in UE-EUTRA-Capability field descriptions should start with lowercase letter.


	1
	-Add field NoResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling in alphabetical order after field NonContiguousUL-RA-WithinCC-List.
-Change field name NoResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling to noResourceRestrictionForTTIBundling.
	General CR

	INT35
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	Field description of csi-SubframeSet in UE-EUTRA-Capability field descriptions: there is an “s” missing in the word “resource”: 

“…configuration of up to 2 CSI-IM resource for a CSI process …”


	1
	Add missing “s” in the word “resource”.
	General CR

	INT36
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	Field name of rsrqOnAllSymbols-r12 in UE-EUTRA-Capability field descriptions: suffix “-r12” is not needed.


	1
	Remove suffix “-r12” from field name rsrqOnAllSymbols-r12.

Hua, Same as C.19. Ok.
	General CR

	INT37
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	In UE-EUTRA-Capability the field descriptions of 

-dl-256QAM
-discSupportedBands

-disc-SLSS

-discSupportedProc

-discoverySignalsInDeactSCell

-supportedCellGrouping

-tdd-FDD-CA-PCellDuplex
-singleDuplexModeCG

have not been added in alphabetical order.


	1
	Add the field descriptions of 

-dl-256QAM
-discSupportedBands

-disc-SLSS

-discSupportedProc

-discoverySignalsInDeactSCell

-supportedCellGrouping

-tdd-FDD-CA-PCellDuplex
-singleDuplexModeCG

in alphabetical order
Int> the ProSe fields need to be omitted in the general CR
	General CR, ProSe CR

	INT43 (new)
	UE-EUTRA-Capability,
	In the field description of modifiedMPR-Behavior minor editorial corrections can be made. Note: This issue has been fixed in  the CR implementation review for 36.331 REL-10/11 but not for v12.4.0.

	1
	In the field description of modifiedMPR-Behavior sdd “s” and “TS” as shown below:
modifiedMPR-Behavior

Field encoded as a bit map, where at least one bit N is set to "1" if UE supports modified MPR/A-MPR behaviour N, see TS 36.101 [42]. All remaining bits of the field are set to “0”. The leading / leftmost bit (bit 0) corresponds to modified MPR/A-MPR behaviour 0, the next bit corresponds to modified MPR/A-MPR behaviour 1 and so on. 

Absence of this field means that UE does not support any modified MPR/A-MPR behaviour.
	General CR

	Hua70 (new)
	UE-EUTRA-Capability
	timerT312, alternativeTimeToTrigger ,extendedRSRQ-LowerRange, and rsrqOnAllSymbols, the FDD/TDD diff shall be “No” instead of “-“.
	1
	Rap2: Seems correct i.e. ‘-‘ applies when it is not possible to signal different values (i.e. field is in common branch only).
( Change as suggested
	General CR

	ALU.45
	–
WLAN-OffloadConfig
	Need OR fields
	2/3
	Are these Need OR also applicable when signalled over dedicated?  In other words, if network provides only one field in a dedicated signallig, does UE release the other previously configured fields?  The behaviour is not very clear when the procedural text (since the procedural text does not allow movement back to common – see comment ALU.x) and Need codes are taken together.

Rap: Conclude together with ALU19 and HUA32. Simplest approach would be to have no delta signalling, and full configuration upon change from common to dedicated parameters.

Hua: related to ALU18, if we agree the UE should remove common parameters upon receiving dedicated parameters, do we still have this problem. Of course, it is full configuration way.
[ALUr1]  OK, will address in contribution for ALU.19
(No change for now (cover by ALu.19)
	 (cover by ALU.19)

	ALU.44, C.23, Sa.68
	–
WLAN-OffloadConfig
	-- Cond RSRQ, RSRQ2, RSRQ3
	2/3
	ALu: Are these conditions relevant when used for dedicated signalling?  If so, how does it work?  As per our convention, when an IE is re-used for both SIB and dedicated signalling, we should use the Need code for dedicated signalling.   We have a generic statement to then cover the SIB case “Any IE with Need ON in system information shall be interpreted as Need OR.”

CATT: Add in SIB17 at the end of the conditions

Sam: Confirm whether there is no need for delta in dedicated signalling (i.e. all fields are signalled whenever a single value changes)
Rap: Relates to ALU.45. In the simplest approach, the conditions may only apply in case the IE is used in SIB17
LG: we prefer no delta for the dedicated signalling also.
Hua:these IEs are only present for broadcast signalling case, and not be present for dedicated signalling. That’s the one thing the conditions want to say.
[ALUr1]  will address in contribution for ALU.19
(No change for now (cover by ALu.19)
	(cover by ALU.19)

	INT32
	WLAN-OffloadConfig, t-SteeringWLAN
	t-SteeringWLAN-r12 is mandatory in WLAN-OffloadConfig. However, this IE is only used in the case of the use of RAN rules and not for the case of ANDSF policies. The field should be optional.


	2
	Correct that t-SteeringWLAN-r12 is OPTIONAL, Need OR.
( Change as suggested (but relates to ALU.19)
	General CR
(consider in ALU.19)

	Sa.69
	WLAN-OffloadConfig, thresholdRSRQ
	Conditions are specified i.e. such that in case a WB or allSymbol parameter is broadcast, the corresponding version of the WLAN offload thresh is mandatory. This condition also applies in case the IE is used in dedicated signalling. Is the intention that EUTRAN has to configure the extended threshold if the UE supports the corresponding RSRQ features. 
	2
	Discuss and conclude if these constraints really make sense. Note also that for measurements no similar constraint is specified i.e. it is up to E-UTRAN implementation which range to configure for a particular measurement (irrespective of what is signalled in SIB) i.e. not all measurements need to apply same RSRQ type

(Note that in .306 the concerned RSRW features only refer to measurement configuration and reporting but not to support for other functions e.g. WLAN. So, is support really covered by these capabilities. If so, it may be good to clarify support for other RSRQ related functions also e.g. measurement logging)

Rap: For dedicated signalling there seems no need to restrict EUTRAN (i.e. do as for RRM)
LG: For dedicated signalling, E-UTRAN has freedom to configure any type of measurement in accordance with the agreement that ‘The UE is not required to measure two types of RSRQ types (Capture as condition that the network provides thresholds of the same type for all applicable measurements)’
Hua: these additional IEs are only applicable for broadcast signalling, and not be present for dedicated signalling.
Rap2: Can we really do without dedicated signalling? I.e. for RRM E-UTRAN can deviate from SIB1. If however WLAN is still based on SIB1, a UE in connected would need to measure according to 2 types?
( FFS: No change, but some more discussion seens needed (paper may be desirable)
	FFS/ TDoc Hua?

	INT31
	WLAN-OffloadConfig, t350
	t350 in wlan-OffloadDedicated-r12 in RRCConnectionReconfiguration-v12xy is Need ON. However, this makes it difficult for the eNB to reconfigure T350 - the eNB would have to explicitly release the entire wlan-OffloadDedicated-r12 and then set it up again with T350.


	2
	Change need code of t350 to Need OR.
[ALUr1]  same as ALU.22?
( No action i.e. same as ALU.22
	-

	MTK36
	WLAN-OffloadConfig, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols
	Naming is not aligned with other IEs

thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-r12


SEQUENCE {




thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsLow-r
12




RSRQ-Range,




thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsHigh-r12




RSRQ-Range


}
















OPTIONAL, -- Cond RSRQ2
	2
	Proposed change

thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-r12


SEQUENCE {




thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-Low-r
12




RSRQ-Range,




thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbols-High-r12




RSRQ-Range


}
















OPTIONAL, -- Cond RSRQ2
LG: We need to decide whether to aligne with general naming convention or other WLAN IEs
Hua:should not change, Current naming  aligns with RAN2 naming Guideline.
Rap2: Is the proposal just to add a ‘-‘ before ‘Low/ High’. That’s not needed according to convention
( No change (but other cases may need change)
	-

	ALU.47
	–
WLAN-OffloadConfig
	WLAN-backhaulRate – enumerated values
	1
	Editorial – extra carriage return in the enumerated values.
	General CR

	ALU.48, HUA54
	–
WLAN-OffloadConfig
	thresholdRSRP-High, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsHigh, thresholdRSRQ-WB-High, thresholdRSRQ-OnAllSymbolsWithWB-High
field descriptions
	1
	Was this a CR implementation error – mixup of RSRP and RSRQ rows?  

Hua, original CR is correct. This is a CR implementation error.
( No change (correct in official spec version)
	General CR

	ALU.46
	–
WLAN-OffloadConfig
	offloadPreferenceIndicator  field description
	2
	Can be removed as it not carrying any additional information.
Int> Alternatively the field description can be improved.
( Remove field description (suggestions for more meaningful description may be provided e.g. including reference)
	General CR

	C.24
	WLAN-OffloadConfig
	Editorial mistake in the field description of offloadPreferenceIndicator:

Indicates the Offload preference indicator.
	1
	Change “Offload” to “offload”
	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.7 MBMS information elements

	ALU.49, HUA55
	MBSFN-SubframeConfig field descriptions
	fourFrames
Uplink subframe are not allocated unless the field eimta-MainConfig-r12 is configured.
Also for:

oneFrame
	2
	Consider rephrasing as (2 places):

fourFrames
Uplink subframe are only allocated if the field eimta-MainConfig-r12 is configured.
HUA: suggestion:

fourFrames

A bit-map indicating MBSFN subframe allocation in four consecutive radio frames, “1” denotes that the corresponding subframe is allocated for MBSFN. The bitmap is interpreted as follows:

FDD: Starting from the first radioframe and from the first/leftmost bit in the bitmap, the allocation applies to subframes #1, #2, #3 , #6, #7, and #8 in the sequence of the four radio-frames.

TDD: Starting from the first radioframe and from the first/leftmost bit in the bitmap, the allocation applies to subframes #3, #4, #7, #8, and #9 in the sequence of the four radio-frames. The last four bits are not used. Uplink subframes are not allocated  except when this IE is included in eimta-MainConfigPCell.
Same comments on oneFrame.
CATT> Change to “Uplink subframes are not allocated except when this IE is included in eimta-MainConfigServCell”.
[ALUr1]  No strong view on what is chosen but would like to avoid double negative.
( Change to ‘are allocated only if’
	General CR

	HUA56
	PMCH-InfoList, dataMCS
	In the field description of dataMCS in PMCH-InfoList, the description of which table is applicable only considers PMCH-Config-r12 but not PMCH-Config-r9.
	2
	dataMCS

Indicates the value for parameter [image: image5.wmf]MCS

I

in TS 36.213 [23], which defines the Modulation and Coding Scheme (MCS) applicable for the subframes of this (P)MCH as indicated by the field commonSF-Alloc. In PMCH-Config-r9, the value of dataMCS corresponds to Table 7.1.7.1-1. In PMCH-Config-r12, value t1 corresponds to Table 7.1.7.1-1 and value t2 corresponds to Table 7.1.7.1-1A. The MCS does however neither apply to the subframes that may carry MCCH i.e. the subframes indicated by the field sf-AllocInfo within SystemInformationBlockType13 nor for the first subframe allocated to this (P)MCH within each MCH scheduling period (which may contain the MCH scheduling information provided by MAC).
CATT> Agree with Huawei.
( Change as suggested (some slight rewording may be done)
	General CR

	HUA57
	PMCH-InfoList, sf-AllocEnd
	In the field description of sf-AllocEnd in PMCH-InfoList, it is referred to the "nth entry in pmch-InfoList" and mentioned that when n=1, the allocation is from the first subframe defined by commonSF-Alloc. However, there are two IEs that contain PMCHs, one is pmch-InfoList and one is pmch-InfoListExt
	2
	sf-AllocEnd

Indicates the last subframe allocated to this (P)MCH within a period identified by field commonSF-AllocPeriod. The subframes allocated to (P)MCH corresponding with the nth entry in pmch-InfoList are the subsequent subframes starting from either the next subframe after the subframe identified by sf-AllocEnd of the (n-1)th listed (P)MCH or, for n=1, the first subframe defined by field commonSF-Alloc, through the subframe identified by sf-AllocEnd of the nth listed (P)MCH. Value 0 corresponds with the first subframe defined by field commonSF-Alloc. For PMCHs listed in pmch-InfoListExt, when n=1, if pmch-InfoList for the same MBSFN area is not empty, the allocation is from the next subframe after the subframe identified by field commonSF-Alloc in the last entry of pmch-InfoList.
CATT> Agree with Huawei.

Rap2: Relates to Sa.5 and Sa.72. If those issues are resolved, nothing more may be needed?
(FFS: Conclude with Sa.5 and Sa.72
	FFS

	Sa.72
	PMCH-InfoExt-r12
	Is it not very clear how the new IE for PMCH-Config is used
	2
	Add some text in the field description to clarify:

Whether E-UTRAN may now configure more PMCH (i.e. 30)/ is only used to configure PMCH with shorter scheduling period, available to UEs supporting the extension (still limited to 15), whether there are conditions regarding the original field (i.e. first listed PMCH may be included in extended field?) 

Rap: Relates to HUA58 and HUA59
(FFS: No change for now (conclude HUA59 first)
	FFS (cover by HUA.59?)

	Sa.73
	PMCH-InfoExt-r12, t1/ t2
	Seems better to use a more descriptive name for the choice values e.g. higherOrderModulation. Note that referenced RAN1 spec includes:

if the higher layer parameter enableHOM-r12 is set to TRUE or if the higher layer parameter csi-enableHOM-r12 is set to TRUE for at least one CSI subframe set, and if the PDSCH is assigned by a PDCCH/EPDCCH with DCI format 1/1B/1D/2/2A/2B/2C/2D with CRC scrambled by C-RNTI
	2
	Use higherOrderModulation
(Change as suggested
	General CR

	ERI-116
	PMCH-Config
	PMCH-Config-r9 originally refers to table 7.1.7.1-1 in [23] whereas in the Rel-12 version only to ref [23] where 2 tables are now present (7.1.7.1-1 and 7.1.7.1-1A).
	2
	Is it clear what the table reffered to for the r9 MCS configuration is? There is no corresponding t1/t2 choice for r9.
Rap2: Seems same as HUA56
(No change (covered by HUA56)
	-

	HUA59
	
	If PMCH-InfoList and PMCH-InfoListExt-r12 exist simultaneously there is the risk that the total items in PMCH-InfoList-r9 and PMCH-InfoList-r12 for one MBSFN area exceed maxPMCH-PerMBSFN as indicated below:
DataBLER-MCH-Result-r12 ::= 


SEQUENCE {


mch-Index-r12






INTEGER (1..maxPMCH-PerMBSFN),


dataBLER-Result-r12





BLER-Range-r12
}


	2
	Increase the range for “DataBLER-MCH-ResultList-r12” and “mch-Index-r12”, define a new constant “maxPMCH-PerMBSFN-Ext”. 
Rap: Relates to HUA58 and Sa.72. It may be sufficient to agree that the 2 lists together form one list with upto maxPMCH entries, in which case no change may be needed?
CATT> We can clarify in the specification (such as in 6.4) that maxPMCH-PerMBSFN defines the maximum nubmer of PMCH(s) per MBSFN. Then this retriction applies for each list and for 2 lists together.
(FFS: No change for now (conclude HUA59 first)

	 FFS (cover by HUA.59?)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3.8 ProSe information elements

	ERI-117
	MasterInformationBlock-SL
	MasterInformationBlock-SL does not belong to Uu interface and therefore it should not be placed in this module. See the issue in 6.2.1.
	3
	Move the message to a separate PC5 module.

Rap: See ERI-72
[QC] See ERI-72
(FFS: No change for now (conclude/ cover by ERI-71)
	(cover by ERI-71)

	ERI-118
	MasterInformationBlock-SL
	MasterInformationBlock-SL  is not Italicized in the field description
	1
	Italicize the text

inCoverage
Indicates whether or not the UE transmitting the MasterInformationBlock-SL is in E-UTRAN coverage.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-119, N82
	MasterInformationBlock-SL
	MasterInformationBlock-SL: The field description of “directFrameNumber” is confusing. What does “actual frame number” mean?

See also ERI-67.
	2/ 3
	Is it possible to refer to some description in RAN1 specs?

Rap: Some suggestion would be appreciated
[QC] We propose the following change
directFrameNumber

Defines the frame number in which SLSS and SL-BCH are transmitted. The subframe in the frame corresponding to directFrameNumber is indicated separately by means of field directSubFrameNumber.
(Change as suggested by QC (relates to ERI-76 for which a paper may be provided)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-120
	MasterInformationBlock-SL
	MasterInformationBlock-SL : Field descriptions are not in alphabetical order.
	1
	Sort the fields in alphabetical order.
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-121
	ProseBSR-Config
	ProseBSR-Config-r12 contains fields periodicBSR-Timer and retxBSR-Timer. Both of these timer fields are already defined in the specification, i.e. these fields are cut-and-paste from MAC-mainConfig. This means that there is duplication of code which is generally undesirable.

The new Rel-12 fields should also have –r12 suffix.

It seems that peridocBSR-Timer is optional in MAC-MainConfig but mandatory present in ProseBSR-Config-r12. Is this intentional or is there a missing optionality bit?
	2
	In order to avoid duplication, the following information elements could be created,

PeriodicBSR-Timer ::=



ENUMERATED {













sf5, sf10, sf16, sf20, sf32, sf40, sf64, sf80,













sf128, sf160, sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560,













infinity, spare1}

RetxBSR-Timer ::=




ENUMERATED {













sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560, sf5120,













sf10240, spare2, spare1}

and the new information elements could be referenced both in MAC-MainConfig, 

MAC-MainConfig ::=




SEQUENCE {


ul-SCH-Config





SEQUENCE {



maxHARQ-Tx






ENUMERATED {













n1, n2, n3, n4, n5, n6, n7, n8,













n10, n12, n16, n20, n24, n28,













spare2, spare1}

OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON



periodicBSR-Timer




PeriodicBSR-Timer ENUMERATED {













sf5, sf10, sf16, sf20, sf32, sf40, sf64, sf80,













sf128, sf160, sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560,













infinity, spare1}
OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON



retxBSR-Timer





RetxBSR-Timer ENUMERATED {













sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560, sf5120,













sf10240, spare2, spare1},
and in ProseBSR-Config-r12 (also add –r12 tags)

ProseBSR-Config-r12 ::= 

SEQUENCE
{


periodicBSR-Timer-r12



PeriodicBSR-Timer ENUMERATED {












sf5, sf10, sf16, sf20, sf32, sf40, sf64, sf80,












sf128, sf160, sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560,












infinity, spare1},

retxBSR-Timer-r12




PeriodicBSR-Timer ENUMERATED {












sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560, sf5120,












sf10240, spare2, spare1}

}
Since this requires changes in an existing information element (MAC-MainConfig), it should be discussed whether such a change is acceptable. There should not be any backwards compatibility issues because the transfer syntax remains unchanged. Similar type of manouvers are done e.g. with security algorithm IEs.

TBC if the periodicBSR-Timer-r12 in ProseBSR-Config-r12 needs to be mandatory present or if it should be optional like the periodicBSR-Timer in MAC-MainConfig.

Rap: IEs can be created and re-used in legacy IEs (has been done in other cases also). Seems fine to make periodicBSR-Timer optional
[QC] We are fine with suggested chages and making periodicBSR-Timer optional. It should be noted that those timers are called Periodic-ProseBSR-Timer and RetxProseBSR-Timer in ProSe MAC CR, which can be refected as follows.

ProseBSR-Config-r12 ::= 

SEQUENCE
{


periodic-ProseBSR-Timer-r12



PeriodicBSR-Timer ENUMERATED {












sf5, sf10, sf16, sf20, sf32, sf40, sf64, sf80,












sf128, sf160, sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560,












infinity, spare1} OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON,

retxProseBSR-Timer-r12




PeriodicBSR-Timer ENUMERATED {












sf320, sf640, sf1280, sf2560, sf5120,












sf10240, spare2, spare1}

}
( Change as suggested (including renaming to align with MAC, as indicated by QC)
	ProSe CR

	N83
	ProseCommConfig
	DCI-5 in field description of commTxConfig is not clear
	1
	Need a bit more description about DCI-5 or some reference to RAN1 spec
[QC] We propose the following change.(where [22] is TS36.212).

commTxConfig
If included, the resource configuration used when E-UTRAN schedules Tx resources (i.e. the indices included in DCI-5 indicate the actual data resources to be used as specified in TS 36.212 [22, 5.3.3.1.9], while field commTxConfig includes a pool of resources for SC).
(Change as suggested by QC
	ProSe CR

	ERI-125
	ProseCommConfig
	ProseCommConfig: The field description for mcs should have a suitable RAN1 reference.
	1
	Add the suitable RAN1 reference once known.
[QC] We propose the following change (see also ERI-126, with [23] is TS36.213).

mcs
Indicates the Modulation and Coding Scheme as defined in TS 36.212 [23, 14.2.1]. If not configured, the UE arbitrarily selects a value.
( Change as suggested by QC
	ProSe CR

	ERI-126
	ProseCommConfig
	ProseCommConfig: The field description for mcs indicatest that the UE arbitrarely selecs an MCS if not included. 
	1
	Consider rephrasing using the terms “left for UE implementation” instead, if that is the intention.

[QC] We agree that the current text is meant to indicate that it is left to UE implementation if MCS is not included. We propose the following change (see also ERI-125).
Indicates the Modulation and Coding Scheme. If not configured, the selection of Modulation and Coding Scheme is left to UE implementation.
( Change as suggested by QC
	ProSe CR

	N66
	ProseCommConfig-r12  ( ProseBSR-Config-r12
	The functionality is MAC-related, so it could make sense to put the definition into the MAC-MainConfig section and rename it like MAC-MainConfigProSe-r12. 
	2/ 3
	Needs some discussion how the RRC specs should be structured for Prose. We should consider what is the best way to capture these parameters – the functionalities are all MAC-related!.
Rap: There does not seem a need to restructure the information, but renaming of the proseBSR-Config could be considered (to align with MAC-MainConfig).
Nokia Networks>The intent was to harmonize where possible, but we have no concrete proposals yet. Might bring a contribution to February meeting.
( No change (other than possibly renaming ProseBSR to MAC-MainConfigSL). If further changes are desired, a concrete proposal should be brought (separate paper)
	ProSe CR/ TDoc NN?

	N70
	ProseCommConfig ( mcs-r12
	Field description of “mcs” is not inline with typical language when UE is allowed to choose a value.

" mcs
Indicates the Modulation and Coding Scheme. If not configured, the UE arbitrarily selects a value."

Also, the word "present" or "included" may be better for an IE..The word "configured" is used a lot for Prose, may be not with the same meaning as in other part of 36.331
	1
	Change to 

 “If not present, the UE may select any MCS value for Prose Direct Communication.”

[QC] See ERI-126
( No change (cover by ERI-126)

	-

	N71
	ProseCommConfig ( commTxResources-r12
	The word "present" or "included" may be better for an IE..The word "configured" is used a lot for Prose, may be not with the same meaning as in other part of 36.331

“Scheduled
If configured, the network schedules the transmission resources based on ProSe specific BSR from the UE.”
	1
	Change “configured” to “present”
[QC] We believe it was meant to describe that the mode, either Scheduled or ue-Selected is “configured” by the E-UTRAN. The current text does not seem to cause any problem.
[ALUr1]  think “configuration” is better suited than “present”.
( No change (current text seems fine)
	-

	N72
	ProseCommConfig ( commTxResources-r12
	The word "present" or "included" may be better for an IE..The word "configured" is used a lot for Prose, may be not with the same meaning as in other part of 36.331

“ue-Selected+
If configured, the UE selects the transmission resources from a pool of resources configured by E-UTRAN.”
	1
	Change “configured” to “present”
[QC] We believe it was meant to describe that the mode, either Scheduled or ue-Selected is “configured” by the E-UTRAN. The current text does not seem to cause any problem.
[ALUr1]  think “configuration” is better suited than “present”.
( No change (current text seems fine)
	-

	N73
	ProseCommConfig ( commTxPoolNormalDedicated-r12
	Field description of “commTxPoolNormalDedicated” could be improved.
	1/ 2
	Change to “If included, the UE is only allowed to use the indicated resources in normal conditions.”

Rap: Does not seem to be correct i.e. the normal pool can also be used during T310 or T311 (or even during T301 when re-establishing on the same cell).
[QC] Agree with rapporteur.
( No change (current text seems correct)
	-

	HUA60
	ProseCommConfig
	In ProseCommConfig-r12-> commTxResources-r12-> scheduled-r12, the exceptional pool configuration “commTxConfig-r12 ProseCommResourcePool-r12” is mandatory. However, in the agreement made in RAN2#86 meeting, 

“5
The eNB may configure a UE in RRC_CONNECTED by dedicated signalling with a mode 2 resource allocation transmission resource pool that may be used without constraints while the UE is RRC_CONNECTED. 

5a
Alternatively, the eNB may configure a UE in RRC_CONNECTED by dedicated signalling with a mode 2 resource allocation transmission resource pool which the UE is allowed to use only in exceptional cases and rely on mode-1 otherwise.”
“The eNB may configure” means that the exception resource pool is optional. 
	2
	Change “commTxConfig-r12 ProseCommResourcePool-r12” to be optional.
Rap: Does not seem to be correct i.e. commTxConfig is not an exceptional pool but the resource configuration to be used in conjunction with DCI-5 e.g. an SC pool. If still unclear, the field description may need to be improved
CATT> Agree with Rap.
[QC] Agree with rapporteur’s comment above.
ERI: The proposal from the rapporteur seems sufficient. Our understanding is that coomTxConfig is not the exceptional pool.
Hua: We think it is exceptional pool otherwise where is the exceptional pool? Does it mean that the connected UE will use the exceptional pool in SIB 18? Did we have this agreement? If this is the case, it is possible that the serving cell could configure both normal pool and exceptional pool in SIB 18, because from the cell perspective, there could be both mode 1 UEs and mode 2 UEs in a cell. Therefore, in SIB 18 field description, the text “E-UTRAN only configures commTxPoolExceptional when it does not configure commTxPoolNormalCommon” does not seem to be correct.
Rap2: Re. Hua’s comment: in my understanding we agreed broadcast signalling only for the exceptional pool.

( No change (improvement field description covered by N83). If there are still concerns, a separate paper is recommended

	-

	ERI-122
	ProseCommResourcePool
	In ProseCommResourcePool IE, the field description for hoppingParameter has a spelling error.
	1
	TBC what the yellow marked word below means. Is it supposed to be “actually”?

hoppingParameter
Affects the hopping performed. In case value 504 is received the UE actally applies value 510.
[QC] We propose the following chage.
hoppingParameter
Affects the hopping performed. In case value 504 is received the actual value used by the UE is 510.
ERI: After some more consideration, shouldn’t we refer to some RAN1 spec here? This is clearly a value used by lower layers.
[ALUr1]  delete the word actually – not needed and causes confusion.
( Change as suggested by QC. Reference to RAN1 may also be added (Suggestions appreciated)
	ProSe CR/ TDoc QC?

	ERI-127
	ProseCommResourcePool
	ProseCommResourcePool: The field name for ProSeCommPoolList4 is non-descriptive and it is only used for TX pools.

See also ERI-128
	1
	Change the name to

ProseCommTxPoolList-r12
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-128
	ProseCommResourcePool
	ProseCommResourcePool: The field name for ProSeCommPoolList16 is non-descriptive and it is only used for RX pools.

See also ERI-127

	1
	Change the name to

ProseCommRxPoolList-r12
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-129
	ProseCommResourcePool
	ProseCommResourcePool: There is a tab in 

ProseCommResourcePool-r12 ::=



SEQUENCE
{

	1
	Change to space, i.e.,

ProseCommResourcePool-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	ERI-130
	ProseCommResourcePool
	ProseCommResourcePool: The abbreviation “SC” is used in the ASN.1 code and it may not be obvious it means “Sidelink Control”
	1
	Change the first paragraph to

The IE ProseCommResourcePool specifies the configuration information for an individual pool of resources for ProSe Direct Communication. The IE covers the configuration of both the Sidelink Control (SC) and the Data.
[QC] Fine

	ProSe CR

	N67
	ProseCommResourcePool-r12 ( sc-Period-r12
	The ENUM has 10 values – and needs the same number of ASN.1 bits as 16 values. 
	2
	Does it make sense to add spare values for 11…16?
Rap: Spare values could be useful (used on broadcast).
[QC] Fine to add spare values.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur is acceptable.
( Change as suggested (i.e. add spares)
	ProSe CR

	N68
	ProseCommResourcePool, dataHoppingConfig-r12
Prose-HoppingConfigComm-r12,

ue-SelectedResourceConfig 
	Editorial: new line missing for ue-SelectedResourceConfig
	1
	Add the missing newline.

	ProSe CR

	N74
	ProseCommResourcePool
	Some field descriptions are missing
	2
	Field descriptions for (at least) tdd-Config-r12, data-TF-ResourceConfig and trpt-Subset-r12 should be added
ERI: Field descriptions would be useful.
( Intend to add field descriptions. Suggestions would be appreciated
	ProSe CR/ TDoc QC?

	N75
	ProseCommResourcePool ( ue-SelectedResourceConfig
	The significance of the comment “
-- Parameters not used in case of scheduled Tx config” is unclear
	2
	Please clarify whether the comment is necessary, and whether there should be an update to the inclusion condition.

Rap: Can be removed.
[QC] Fine
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems appropriate.
( Remove the comment
	ProSe CR

	N76
	ProseCommResourcePool ( trpt-Subset-r12
	What happens in case this parameter is not included in the IE? What is the UE behaviour?
	2
	Please clarify the UE behaviour. At least field description is needed.
[QC] See QC19.

RAN1 said in R1-144408, “This configuration is optional both RRC and pre-configuration. If T-RPT subset configuration is not signaled / preconfigured then UE assumes the whole T-RPT set is available. For TDD config 5 fixed T-RPT pattern (11110000) is indicated.”
ERI: Field description would be useful.
( Add clarification to FD in accordance with QC suggestion
	ProSe CR

	N77
	ProseCommResourcePool ( rx-ParametersNCell
	What happens in case the parameter tdd-Config-r12 is not included? How is the UE behaviour affected?

Also, the same structure is also used in ProseDiscResourcePool.
	2
	Please clarify the expected UE behaviour. If the parameter is needed for TDD only, consider adding a condition. Anyway a field description would be useful to add.

Consider adding a common type for ProseDiscResourcePool.
[QC] We propose to add the following field description both in ProseCommResourcePool and ProseDiscResourcePool.
tdd-Config
Indicates TDD configuration associated with the reception pool. Absence of the field indicates FDD.
ERI: As the TDD-SubframeAssignmentSC can be used to also identify FDD, why not use that type and make this field mandatory?
( Change as suggested by QC (for FDD we can use absence, as typically done, i.e. no fixed size is needed here)
	ProSe CR

	N84
	ProseCommResourcePool
	No field description for trpt-Subset
	2
	This term is not defined anywhere else in RAN2 specs. Field description and UE behaviour upon absence of field would be good.
[QC] See QC19. Duplicated comment (see N76)?

RAN1 said in R1-144408, “This configuration is optional both RRC and pre-configuration. If T-RPT subset configuration is not signaled / preconfigured then UE assumes the whole T-RPT set is available. For TDD config 5 fixed T-RPT pattern (11110000) is indicated.”

ERI: Field description would be useful.
( Add clarification to FD in accordance with QC suggestion
	ProSe CR

	N85
	ProseCommResourcePool
	Prose-CP-Len is repeated in multiple places
	1
	Make it a Global sub-IE since it is used in many places and it is applicable for discovery and synchronisation also
[QC] Fine.
	ProSe CR

	N86
	ProseCommResourcePool
	Field description of hoppingParameter is vague.
	1
	A little bit more descriptive information would be good or a cross reference to RAN1 spec is needed.
ERI: See also ERI-122.
( No change (cover by ERI-122)
	-(cover by ERI-122)

	QC.10
	ProseCommResourcePool
	ProseCommResourcePool includes tx and rx resources which are both optional because it can be included in commTxPoolNormalDedicated , commTxPoolNormalCommon (SIB18) and commRxPool (SIB18)
	2
	To align with procedural text, we may want to consider:

Adding conditional presence for tx-Parameters in ProseCommResourcePool, e.g. tx-Parameters is mandatory present when ProseCommResourcePool is included in commTxPoolNormalDedicated or commTxPoolNormalCommon (SIB18).

Adding conditional presence for rx-ParametersNCell in ProseCommResourcePool, e.g. rx-ParametersNCell is mandatory present when ProseCommResourcePool is included in commRxPool (SIB18).

Rap: I understand that field rx-ParametersNCell seems truly optional, not required in fully synchronous case with same resources used
[QC] Agree with the rapporteur comment.
( Add condition for tx-Parameters only in accordance with QC suggestion
	ProSe CR

	QC.17
	ProseCommResourcePool , sc-Period-r12 (same for ProsePreconfigCommPool)
	Sf240 is incorrectly mentioned as sf20 (corrected in red in the right)
	1
	sc-Period-r12






ENUMERATED {sf40, sf60, sf70, sf80, sf120, sf140,













 sf160, sf240, sf260, sf280, sf320},


	ProSe CR

	QC.19
	ProseCommResourcePool, trpt-Subset
	Need to provide description of trpt-Subset
	2
	Indicates the subset of T-RPT are available for Mode 2. Consists of a bitmap which is used to indicate the set of available ‘k’ values to be used for Mode-2 communication.

UE action: If T-RPT subset configuration is not signaled / preconfigured then UE assumes the whole T-RPT set is available.
From row 110 of RRC parameter list
ERI: This proposed field description seems like a good start.
	ProSe CR

	N78
	ProseDiscConfig-r12( scheduled-r12
	What happens if the network signals none of the values? What is the expected UE behaviour?
	2
	Please clarify the UE behaviour. At least field description is needed.
[QC] See QC24 for the field description of ProseTF-IndexPair. There does not seem to be a good reason that the need code for discHoppingConfig-r12 has to be “OR”. Everything can be need “ON” to support delta configuration.
ERI: Field decription would be useful.
( Change need code to OR (FD covered by QC.24)
	ProSe CR

	N87
	ProseDiscConfig
	Not clear if delta signalling applies to ProSeDiscConfig or not.
	2
	Since all fields when “scheduled” CHOICE is used are OPTIONAL Need ON, there might be a need for some field description to say that delta signalling is possible for configuring the ProSeDiscResourcePool once and then just use delta signalling to provide the TF index or change the hopping configuration later.
[QC] It is not clear what the proposal is.
( FFS: No change (proposal not entirely clear i.e. maybe suggestion is to state E-UTRAN constrain on what is to be provided upon initial configuration). Suggestion appreciated
	TDoc NN?

	QC.24
	ProseDiscConfig, ProseTF-IndexPair


	Field description of ProseTF-IndexPair

	1
	Mapping between these index and actual resources is part of section 9.5.6 of 36.211. We can reference the it in field description 
( Change as suggested (i.e. add reference)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-123
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	ProseDiscResourcePool-r12 has two fields with the same name tx-Parameters. In addition, some -r12 tags are missing.
	1
	Add the missing –r12 tags and rename one of the fields so that they have different names

ProseDiscResourcePool-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE
{


cp-Len-r12





Prose-CP-Len-r12,


period-r12





ENUMERATED {rf32, rf64, rf128,












rf256,rf512,rf1024},

numRetx-r12




INTEGER (0..3),


numRepetition-r12



INTEGER (1..50)



OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR

tf-ResourceConfig



Prose-TF-ResourceConfig-r12,

tx-Parameters-r12



SEQUENCE {



prose-tx-TXParameters-r12



Prose-TxParameters-r12,



ue-SelectedResourceConfig

SEQUENCE {




poolSelection-r12



CHOICE {





rsrpBased-r12




Prose-PoolSelectionConfig-r12,





random-r12





NULL




},



tx-Probability-r12


ENUMERATED {p25, p50,













 p75, p100}

OPTIONAL
-- Need OR



}














OPTIONAL 
-- Need OR


}















OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR

rx-Parameters-r12



SEQUENCE {



tdd-Config-r12




TDD-Config




OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR



sync-ConfigIndex-r12


INTEGER (0..15)

}















OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR

...

}

[QC] Fine

	ProSe CR

	C.25
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	The selection type is confirured per each tx pool. The eNB may configure some of the tx pools to be selected randomly and the other to be selected by RSRP threshold. When UE’s RSRP is satisfied, it’s not clear which to select, the randomly selected pool or the RSRP based selected pool.

It’s more appropriate to configure all the pools with one selection type, either randomly selection or the RSRP threshold based selection. 
	3
	The eNB configures all the discovery tx pools with one selection type. 

Remove the ue-SelectedResourceConfig from ProseDiscResourcePool-r12 as following:

ProseDiscResourcePool information element
-- ASN1START

ProseDiscPoolList4-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxProseTxPool-r12)) OF ProseDiscResourcePool-r12

ProseDiscPoolList16-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxProseRxPool-r12)) OF ProseDiscResourcePool-r12
ProseDiscResourcePool-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE
{


cp-Len-r12





Prose-CP-Len-r12,


period-r12





ENUMERATED {rf32, rf64, rf128,












rf256,rf512,rf1024},

numRetx-r12




INTEGER (0..3),


numRepetition-r12



INTEGER (1..50)



OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR

tf-ResourceConfig



Prose-TF-ResourceConfig-r12,

tx-Parameters




SEQUENCE {



tx-Parameters




Prose-TxParameters-r12,












}















OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR

rx-Parameters-r12



SEQUENCE {



tdd-Config-r12




TDD-Config




OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR



sync-ConfigIndex-r12


INTEGER (0..15)

}















OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR

...

}





-- ASN1STOP

Rap: See C.6 i.e. no information structure change seems needed i.e. an EUTRAN constraint can simply be added
[QC] Rapporteur’s suggestion looks good to us.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems sufficient.
( Change as suggested by Rap
	-/ ProSe CR (cover by C.6)

	N69
	ProseDiscResourcePool-r12 ( period-r12 
	The ENUM has 6 values – and needs the same number of ASN.1 bits as 8 values. 
	2
	Does it make sense to add spare values for7…8?
Rap: Spare values could be useful (used on broadcast).
[QC] Fine to add spare values.
ERI: The proposal by the rapporteur seems sufficient.
( Change as suggested (add spares)
	ProSe CR

	N79
	ProseDiscResourcePool ( tx-Probability-r12
	What happens if this parameter is not included in the IE? What is the UE behaviour?
	2
	Please clarify the UE behaviour. At least field description is needed.
[QC] The filed is used in MAC specification (MAC CR). Reference to TS36.321 could be added. There does not seem a good reason that it has to be optional, need OR.
ERI: A field description explaining this would be useful
( Change as suggested by QC (change to mandatory field and add general reference to MAC)
	ProSe CR/ TDoc QC (FD)

	N88
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	Field name “period-r12” not aligned to field description
	1
	Change period to discoveryPeriod
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	N89
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	How is absence of numRepetition-r12 treated? If this field is absent does the UE assume that there is no repetition? 
	2
	Please clarify in field description.
[QC] There does not seem a good reason that it has to be optional, need OR
ERI: A field description would be useful
( Change as suggested by QC (change to mandatory). Intend to add field description (suggestions would be appreciated)
	ProSe CR

	N90
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	UE behavior on absence of tx-Probability field is not clear
	2
	Is it just release of stored configuration? Or does the UE use a default probability?
[QC] Duplicated comment. See N79.
ERI: See N79.
( No change (covered by N79)
	-

	N91
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	Implication of absence of tx-Parameters and rx-Parameters not clear.
	2
	Explain the implication of not having the parameters from these fields.
[QC] See QC11
( No change (covered by QC.11)
	-

	N92
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	Title text in the field description table says “ProseDiscResourcePoolConfig”
	1
	Remove suffix “Config”
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	N93
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	Typo in field description of numRepetition
	1
	Change discoverySubframeBitmap to SubframeBitmap. Also change “highest value E-UTRAN may depends” to “highest value E-UTRAN may use depends”
[QC] Fine
	ProSe CR

	QC.7
	ProseDiscResourcePoolConfig
	Field description of discoveryOffsetIndicator which is not defined in ASN.1.
	1
	Remove the field from the field description table.
	ProSe CR

	QC.11
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	ProseDiscResourcePool includes tx and rx resources which are both optional because it can be included in discTxPoolDedicated, discTxPoolCommon (SIB19) and discRxPool (SIB19).
	2
	To align with procedural text:

We may want to consider adding conditional presence for tx-Parameters in ProseDiscResourcePool, e.g. tx-Parameters is mandatory present when ProseDiscResourcePool is included in discTxPoolDedicated or discTxPoolCommon (SIB19)
We may want to consider adding conditional presence for rx-Parameters in ProseDiscResourcePool, e.g. rx-Parameters is mandatory present when ProseDiscResourcePool is included in discRxPool (SIB19)
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	QC.12
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	ProseDiscResourcePool-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE
{


cp-Len-r12





Prose-CP-Len-r12,


period-r12





ENUMERATED {rf32, rf64, rf128,












rf256,rf512,rf1024},

numRetx-r12




INTEGER (0..3),


numRepetition-r12



INTEGER (1..50)



OPTIONAL,
-- Need OR

tf-ResourceConfig



Prose-TF-ResourceConfig-r12,

tx-Parameters




SEQUENCE {



tx-Parameters




Prose-TxParameters-r12,



ue-SelectedResourceConfig

SEQUENCE {




poolSelection-r12



CHOICE {





rsrpBased-r12




Prose-PoolSelectionConfig-r12,





random-r12





NULL




},



tx-Probability-r12


ENUMERATED {p25, p50,













 p75, p100}

OPTIONAL
-- Need OR



}














OPTIONAL 
-- Need OR


}















OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR

rx-Parameters-r12



SEQUENCE {



tdd-Config-r12




TDD-Config




OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR



sync-ConfigIndex-r12


INTEGER (0..15)

}















OPTIONAL, 
-- Need OR

...

}

The same field name used for the SQUENCE and a member in the SEQUENCE.
	1
	Probably this is allowed, but otherwise use the different name.
(No cChange (covered by ERI-123)

	ProSe CR

	QC.22
	ProseDiscResourcePool
	numRepetition
	2
	As mentioned in RAN1 RRC list:

It is assumed that the location of configured discovery subframes within a discovery period does not exceed discoveryPeriod, i.e. discovery bitmap length times the number of repetitions is less than or equal to discoveryPeriod
ERI: Maybe add this to the field description?
( Change as suggested (add to field description)
	ProSe CR

	N94
	ProseDiscTxPowerInfo
	Update needed to IE description at the top
	1
	Change “one or more power classes” to “three range classes”. Also rename the field maxProseDiscPowerClass to maxProseDiscRangeClass.
[QC] Agree to the change to “three range classes”. See QC6.
	ProSe CR

	QC.6
	ProseDiscTxPowerInfo
	Mapping between entries in ProseDiscTxPowerInfo and UE’s assigned range class should be clarified.
	2
	It seems preferable to have ProseDiscTxPowerInfo litst of fixed size of 3 and clarify in the field description that the mapping of three entries to the power range classes (HI, MID, LOW).
( Change as suggested (add to field description)
	ProSe CR

	ERI-124
	ProseSyncConfig
	ProseSyncConfig IE defines an optional field of type boolean with need code OR. The IE is referenced only once in RRC Connection Reconfiguration message where the need code of the field is ON. Is it necessary to have two optionality bits and two different need codes for one indicator bit?

It can also be argued that the ProseSyncConfigDedicated-r12 information element is not needed at all because it is referenced only once.
	2
	TBC if the IE is needed or not. If it is deemed to be necessary, remove the optionality bit and the need code OR from the syncSourceControl-r12 field definition as shown below

ProseSyncConfigDedicated-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {


syncSourceControl-r12




BOOLEAN

OPTIONAL

-- Need OR
}

because there is already an optional field in RRC Connection Reconfiguration message that references the IE,

RRCConnectionReconfiguration-v12xy-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


wlan-OffloadDedicated-r12



CHOICE {


release 







NULL,



setup








SEQUENCE {




wlan-OffloadConfig-r12



WLAN-OffloadConfig-r12,



t350-r12







ENUMERATED {min5, min10, min20, min30, min60,












 min120, min180, spare1}


OPTIONAL-- Need ON


}

}
















OPTIONAL,

-- Need ON

scg-Configuration-r12



SCG-Configuration-r12

OPTIONAL, 
-- Cond nonFullConfig

proseSyncConfig-r12




ProseSyncConfigDedicated-r12
OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON

proseDiscConfig-r12




ProseDiscConfig-r12



OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON

proseCommConfig-r12




ProseCommConfig-r12



OPTIONAL,
-- Need ON


nonCriticalExtension



SEQUENCE {}





OPTIONAL

}

Rap: It seems fine to remove the separate IE. The optional need OR should remain i.e. OFF is a different meaning than not configured (i.e. when network control is not configured, the UE behaves as in idle mode based on broadcasted thresh).
[QC] The rapporteur’s suggestion looks good.
( Change as suggested by Rap
	ProSe CR

	N80
	ProseSyncConfig ( ProseSyncConfigList16
	Where does the 16 come from?
	2
	Please clarify the naming. We don’t normally use magic numbers in the IE names. 
[QC] “16” can be removed as there is no other list of ProseSyncConfig-r12.
	ProSe CR

	N81
	ProseSyncConfig ( sync-InfoReserved-r12
	What is the usage of this field?
	2
	Please add at least a field description. If the intent is to reserve a field for future use, it’s rather strange to have this at all given that there is a … added to the IE!
[QC] Could add a field description saying “reserved for future use”.
( Change as suggested (by QC)
	ProSe CR

	N95
	ProseSyncConfig
	Sync-OffsetIndicator appears in many places and so probably can be defined as a Global sub-IE
	1
	Define Sync-OffsetIndicator as a Global sub-IE.
[QC] Fine.
	ProSe CR

	N96
	ProseSyncConfig
	Implication of absence of tx-Parameters and rx-Parameters not clear.
	2
	Explain the implication of not having the parameters from these fields.
[QC] Significance of tx-Parameter is descrbed in 5.10.7.3. There does not seem to be a good reason that rx-Parameters has to be optional.
Rap2: Isn’t field rx-ParametersNCell optional, i.e. not included for serving cell (but always included for neighbours?
( No change for now. If concerns, more specific proposal would be appreciated
	-

	N97
	ProseSyncConfig
	Field description explaining values w1 and w2 of discoverySynchWindow is missing.
	2
	Add field description.
[QC] See QC15
( Change as suggested in QC.15
	ProSe CR

	QC.13
	ProseSyncConfig
	The field description for synchSourceControl.
	1
	Should be aligned with ASN.1 > synchSourceControl
	ProSe CR

	QC.14
	ProseSyncConfig
	ProseSyncConfigList16-r12
	1
	To align with procedural text in section 5.10.7.3, it can be clarified that tx-Parameters can be included only in one entry.
( Change as suggested (add E-UTRAN constraint)
	ProSe CR

	QC.15
	ProseSyncConfig, discoverySynchWindow
	Value of w1 and w2
	1
	· LS sent to RAN1 in R4-148063

· w2 = (normal CP) / 2

· w1 = 5ms
	ProSe CR

	QC.16
	ProseSyncConfig, discoverySynchWindow
	Need description, as there is no procedure specified.
	2
	Description can be based on LS R4-148063 to RAN1
( Change as suggested (more specific proposal would be appreciated)
	ProSe CR

	QC.18
	Prose-TF-ResourceConfig field descriptions
	Description of offsetIndicator can be improved to inform that it is for the first SA/discovery period within a SFN/DFN cycle. DFN is applicable only for communication OOC.

RAN1 list mentioned:

Here, the start of the saPeriod is with respect to SFN 0 of the serving cell. For out of coverage it is with respect to DFN 0.
	2
	Add following :

Start of the period is with respect to SFN 0 of the serving cell. For out of coverage it is with respect to DFN 0.
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	QC.20
	Prose-TF-ResourceConfig, Prose-SubframeBitmap
	Field description would be helpful.
	2
	Some text from RAN1 LS on RRC list can be considered:

Indicates which subframes have resources for ProSe. The bitmap refers to the set of subframes that start after the offset indicator indicated This bitmap is repeated until the next instance of SC resource pool associated with this resource pool in case of ProSe Diret Commnunicatiom. 

1 means subframe has ProSe resources.
( Change as suggested (but generalise to cover both Comm and Disc)
	ProSe CR

	N99
	Prose-TxParameters
	Field description needs update.
	1
	Update to say that this IE is applicable for synchronisation also in the IE description at the top.

Need a field description for alpha and p0 or may be a Global sub-IE since it seems to be in many places. May be value “al1” should be “al10”.
[QC] Agree to add synchronization in the IE description. The values are correct (same as alpha for PUSCH as RAN1 told us) and no need to change.
( Change as suggested (and re-use alpha and pO)
	ProSe CR

	QC.21
	Prose-TxParameters 
	Better to mention alpha  in Prose-TxParameters for OOC preconfiguration is set to 0
	1
	Refer adhoc report R2-145379 which was also agreed in the main session. It has indicated alpha is set to 0.
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.4 RRC multiplicity and type constraints values

	ALU.50
	maxCSI-IM-r11



INTEGER ::= 3
-- Maximum number of CSI-IM configurations












-- (per carrier frequency)

maxCSI-IM-r12



INTEGER ::= 4
-- Maximum number of CSI-IM configurations












-- (per carrier frequency)
	Same description for the two
	2
	Use more meaningful description to differentiate the two values.
CATT> The meaning of these two values is the same. The Rel-12 version only extends the value range.
Rap2: Some clarification seems desirable (e.g. add ‘from REL-12’)
( FFS: Some clarification seems desirable
	FFS: General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.1
Specified configurations

	ERI-131
	9.1.1.6 
	This line does not really make sense:

ul-SCH-Config

> maxHARQ-Tx

There is no “ul-SCH” in this context, and SL-SCH has a fixed number of sidelink processes.
	1
	Remove this line.
[QC] Fine. It should be noted however that maxHARQ-Tx is for Maximum number of HARQ transmissions, not the number of processes.

	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.2
Default radio configurations

	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.3
ProSe pre-defined configurations

	N104
	9.3   ProSe pre-configured configurations
	The heading of this section is confusing.
	1
	Suggest changing the heading to one of the following: 
1) “ProSe pre-configuration” 
OR 
2) “ProSe pre-configured information” 
OR 
3) “ProSe pre-configured parameters.
[QC] We prefer the option 3).
	ProSe CR

	N105
	9.3   ProSe pre-configured configurations ( The ASN.1 segment 
	The implementation of ASN.1 segment does not apply the used convention elsewhere
	2
	Split ASN.1 segment to separate imported definitions from the particular IEs definitions that are ProSe related, e.g. create separate subsection for ProSE IEs definitions.

Rap: Is the proposal to have a seperation like with multiple levels like on Uu for channel, message, IE? Is there really a need for that?

[QC] The proposal should be clarified.
Nokia Networks> In other parts of RRC, the ASN.1 segment only includes the IMPORT-list, and the IEs are defined in separate ASN.1 sections. We think it would be good to follow the same practice for all ASN.1 sections in 36.331.
Rap2: Most modules with import list include IE definitions, so proposed change is still unclear..
( No change for now. Further details regarding the proposed change should be provided i.e. separate paper
	-TDoc NN?

	QC.25
	9.3
	ProSe pre-configured configurations:

FreqBandIndicator is not necessary as ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9 is also included.
	2
	Remove FreqBandIndicator.
( Change as suggested
	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.1 General

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.2 RRC messages transferred across network nodes

	HUA66
	EUTRA-InterNodeDefinitions
	RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete is not indexed, shall be removed.
	1
	
	General/ DC CR

	N106
	10.2.2 Message definitions ( SCG-ConfigInfo-r12-IEs
	Many field descriptions are missing
	2
	Add the missing field descriptions for relevant fields

Rap: It is noted that field descriptions are not mandatory i.e. are only provided if there is a particular need
Nokia Networks> There are many comments inside the ASN.1, indicating it may not be obvious what the fields are used for. But this may also be a matter of style.
( Can consider to move some comment text to field descriptions. Concrete suggestions would be appreciated
	General/ DC CR/ TDoc NN?

	N107
	10.2.2 Message definitions ( 

1) SCG-ConfigInfo-r12-IEs (  DRB-InfoSCG-r12

2) SCG-ConfigInfo-r12-IEs ( 
3) SCellToAddModListSCG-r12
	All descriptions for conditions are missing (“Cond DRB-Setup” and “Cond SCellAdd”.
	2
	Add the missing description of the conditions
( Change as suggested
	General/ DC CR

	HUA61
	SCG-ConfigInfo
	For ARFCN-ValueEUTRA ,Shall add “ –r9”
Some fields, -r12 is missing;
	1
	ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9
[ALUr1] is this a legacy issue?
( Change as suggested (not a legacysue)
	General/ DC CR

	HUA62
	SCG-ConfigInfo
	Should add descriptions on 

-- Cond DRB-Setup
 -- Cond SCellAdd
	1
	
	General/ DC CR

	HUA63
	SCG-ConfigInfo
	Editorial
	1
	scg-ConfigRestrictInfo

Includes fields for which MeNB explictly indicates the restriction to be observed by SeNB.
	General/ DC CR

	HUA64
	SCG-ConfigInfo
	securityAlgorithmConfig SecurityAlgorithmConfig OPTIONAL,
Initially, MeNB security algorithm is sent to SeNB in order to let the SeNB not sending its security algorithm to MeNB if they are same. However, RAN2 has concluded that SeNB always sends its security algorithm to MeNB. Hence we do not see the reason to transfer this IE.


	2
	Propose to remove the related field.
CATT> Agree with Huawei. We are also not sure if the MCG security algorigthm forwarding has any use case, although RAN2 has an agreement on this signaling forwarding.
Rap2: Seems fine, or did we agree to sent it anyhow?.

( Change as suggested
	General/ DC CR

	HUA65
	SCG-ConfigInfo
	Editorial
	1
	mbmsInterestIndication-r12
p-Max-r12    P-Max     OPTIONAL,
	General/ DC CR

	INT40
	UERadioPagingInformation
	UERadioPagingInformation message:

Minor editorial correction of the description of this message.
	1
	Change "by" to "for":
This message is used to transfer radio paging information required for category 0 UE, covering both upload to and download from the EPC.
Int> Can be done by general CR and not DC CR
	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.3 IE definition

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.4 RRC multiplicity and type constraints values

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.5 Mandatory information in AS-Configuration

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


5 Sections not part of the review (for information)
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	4.1 Introduction

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.2 Architecture

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.3
Services

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.4
Functions

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1 General

	HUA67
	5.1.1
	The description of ProSe is missing.
	1
	The procedural requirements are structured according to the main functional areas: system information (5.2), connection control (5.3), inter-RAT mobility (5.4) and measurements (5.5). In addition sub-clause 5.6 covers other aspects e.g. NAS dedicated information transfer, UE capability transfer, sub-clause 5.7 specifies the generic error handling, sub-clause 5.8 covers MBMS, sub-clause 5.9 covers RN-specific procedures and sub-clause 5.10 covers ProSe.


	ProSe CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.7
 Generic error handling

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.1 General

	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.1
UE variables

	LG.28
	7.1
	RSRP-Range is not necessary in EUTRA-UE-Variables 
	
	Remove RSRP-Range
	General CR

	7.2
Counters

	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.3
Timers

	N100
	7.3  Timers (Informative) ( T307
	The “SCG Failure Information” should be used instead of “UE failure indication”:
Inform E-UTRAN about the SCG change failure by initiating the UE failure indication procedure as specified in 5.6.x.
	1
	Change text to:
Inform E-UTRAN about the SCG change failure by initiating the SCG Failure Information procedure as specified in 5.6.x.
	General/ DC CR

	HUA68
	T307
	The stop condition is not complete.
	1
	Successful completion of random access on the PSCell, upon initiating re-establishment, upon SCG release.
	General/ DC CR

	N101
	7.3  Timers (Informative) ( T313
	The “SCG Failure Information” should be used instead of “UE failure indication”:
Inform E-UTRAN about the SCG radio link failure by initiating the UE failure indication procedure as specified in 5.6.x.
	1
	Change text to:
Inform E-UTRAN about the SCG radio link failure by initiating the SCG Failure Information procedure as specified in 5.6.x.
	General/ DC CR

	ALU.51
	T350
	Upon entering RRC_IDLE if t350 has been received in wlan-OffloadDedicated.
	
	Better to say:

Upon entering RRC_IDLE if t350 is configured in wlan-OffloadDedicated
Int> Use of “received” looks consistent with the description of other timers. Therefore, no need to change.
( No change
	General CR

	INT41
	T350
	The action related to T350 at expiry saying “Discard the RAN assistance parameters provided by dedicated signalling.” is not complete looking at what has been specified in subclause 5.6.12.4: 
5.6.12.4
T350 expiry or stop

The UE shall:

1>
if T350 expires or is stopped:

2>
release the wlan-OffloadDedicated and inform upper layers about the release;

2>
if the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN is broadcast by the cell:

3>
apply the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN included in SystemInformationBlockType17;
3>
forward the wlan-OffloadConfigCommon corresponding to the RPLMN to upper layer;
	2
	Replace the current action at timer expiry with 

“Perform the actions specified in 5.6.12.4”.
	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.4
Constants

	N102, HUA69
	Definition of constants
	The description of constants N313 and N314 are missing
	1
	Add descriptions of new counters and indicate they are only relevant for the PSCell.
	General/ DC CR

	N103
	Definition of constants
	The descriptions of N310 and N311 do not state the the counters only apply for the PCell
	1
	Clarify that these are only for the PCell (to distinguish them from N313 and N314)
	General/ DC CR

	ALu.52
(new)
	
	Why was number N312 not used?
	1
	Rap: N313 was selected, as it goes with T313 (like for legacy RLF)
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.1
General

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.2
Structure of encoded RRC messages

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.3
Basic production

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.4
Extension

	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.1 UE capability related constraints

	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.2 Processing delay requirements for RRC procedures

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex A (informative):
Guidelines, mainly on use of ASN.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex B (normative): Release 8 and 9 AS feature handling

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex C (normative): Release 10 AS AS feature handling

	INT42
	C.1
	FGI indicator101:

The "if" condition shall be indicated before mandating the UE behaviour for clarification and to align with other notes on the table C.1-1. Current text is:

"- A Category 0 UE shall set this bit to 0 if it does not support this feature."
	1
	Change description as follows:

"- if the UE supports two or more layers for spatial multiplexing in UL, this bit shall be set to 1.

- if a Category 0 UE does not support this feature, this bit shall be to 0."
Int> Referring to ALU.5 comment “Category 0” needs to be corrected to “category 0”
	General CR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex D (informative): Descriptive background information

	
	
	
	
	
	










































































�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� � HYPERLINK "http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Information/DocNum_FTP_structure_V3.zip" ��Document numbers� are allocated by the Working Group Secretary.  





Page 76

_1263045525.unknown

_1263045206.unknown

