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Introduction
This document provides an overview of list of issues resulting from the review of the PDU specification including their status. For some issues the proposed solution is indicated as well as the company & TDoc introducing this in the standard. For some of the issues this document includes further considerations. The following companies volunteered for the review,
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	Xing Yang
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mats.folke@ericsson.com 
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	Yi Guo
	yi.guo@huawei.com 
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	Hyung-Nam Choi
Marta Tarradell
	hyung-nam.choi@intel.com 
marta.m.tarradell@intel.com 

	LG Electronics Inc
	SungHoon Jung 
	sunghoon.jung@lge.com 

	Nokia
	Tero Henttonen
Jarkko Koskela
Tomala Malgorzata
	tero.henttonen@nokia.com
jarkko.t.koskela@nokia.com 
malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Hideaki Takahashi
	hideaki.takahashi.vx@nttdocomo.com

	Qualcomm
	Kitazoe Masato
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com 

	Samsung
	Himke Van der Velde
	himke.vandervelde@samsung.com 

	ZTE
	Sergio Parolari
	sergio.parolari@zte.com.cn 



Discussion
<Moved to separate discussion paper>
Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes an overview of list of issues resulting from the review of the PDU specification. RAN2 is requested to endorse the status including the solutions proposed.
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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 during review meeting, 4: more significant issue i.e. requiring further discussion/ contributions during next RAN2 working group meeting. Abbreviations used: TBD (to be done), TBC (to be confirmed/ concluded)
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	General

	S.001
	(eMTC)
	Parameters (including messages, IEs and fields) should be named consistently
	2
	Consistent tags should be used e.g. BR, eLC and EC for eMTC rather than many different variants
The same terms can also when referring to UEs i.e. instead of being very elaborate (i.e. BR UEs covers both, eLC and EC UEs to refer to UEs (capable) of low complexity or  enhanced coverage specifically
Intel: Agree that we need to use consistent tags but not to "The same terms can also when referring to UEs ". It should be distinguished the reference for enhanced coverage specific features (which could be refered to as CE or EC) and those specific for Reduced Bandwidth (which could be refered as BR). If it is agreed that BR UEs always support CE feature, some optimizations could be done but it is important to state which aspects needs to be used for UEs that are no-BR and that would use CE.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Terminology is aligned in procedures.  Terms are Bandwith reduced Low complexity (BL) UE and UE in enhanced coverage.  This is used in 36.300.

	Open (eMTC  CR)
-> Closed 

	[bookmark: N006]N.006
	Every clause with bandwidth reduced low complexity UE; 
Should we make some acronym – repeating this often makes some sentences bit difficult to read e.g. BRLC UE
	Should we make some acronym – repeating this often makes some sentences bit difficult to read e.g. BRLC UE
	1
	Introduce BRLC UE accronym as now quite a few sentences are bit difficult to read because of long “UE type”. 
Samsung: Relates to S.001 
Coordinator: See also E.290, I.002.

CR-editor (Ericsson): BL acronym introduced.


	Open (eMTC  CR)
->Closed

	[bookmark: E005]E.005
	3.2 Abbreviations 
	BR is defined as an abbreviation (in 5.2.1.1) but not listed in the abbrevation list
	1
	Add BR Bandwidth Reduced to the list of abbrevations.
Ericsson: Agree.
Coordinator: Same as N.032
Editor(Ericsson): BR added to the list of abbreviations
	Closed (eMTC  CR)

	E.216
	3.2 Abbreviations 
	Bandwidth Reduced (BR) abbreviation is used for MTCbut it is missing in the list of abbreviations
	1
	Add Bandwidth Reduced (BR) in the list of abbreviations
Coordinator: Same as E.005.
	Closed (eMTC  CR)

	5.2	 System information

	[bookmark: E290]E.290
	5.2.1.1
	Use of BR in the text below:
“In the remainder of this clause, anything applicable for a particular SIB or SI message equally applies to the corresponding Bandwidth Reduced (BR)  version unless explicitly stated otherwise.”
	1
	It would be better to use “bandwidth reduced low complexity or enhanced coverage” instead to be consistent with the rest of the text in this CR and complementary CRs such as 36.300, 36.321 etc. If it is benefical to have “BR“ here, it should be added in Section 3.2.
Coordinator: See also N.006, I.002

CR-editor (Ericsson):  Here text refers to SIB version which is Bandwidth reduced, so it would be OK to stick to this name. 
	Open (eMTC CR) 
->Closed

	S.012
	5.2.1.2
	Given the limited information, it is unclear to what extend the remarks for legacy apply for BR also.
I.e. for SIB1 we have 4 repeats of the same info within each 80ms cycle. We should clarify that for SIB1-BR we have the same 80ms cycle but with different size, repetitions and within pre-defined subframes as configured by MIB
	2
	Add more details about the scheduling of SIB1 (including about the related information carried within MIB).
The sentence about scheduling included in 5.2.1.3 also seems better placed here 


Intel: Agree that some clarifications could be added on the SIB1-BR scheduling but the details needs to be further discussed.
Qualcomm: Agree. Will need to see actual text.

CR-editor (Ericsson):  More information of SIB1-BR scheduling added in 5.2.1.2.

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	H.003
	5.2.1.2
	As agreed in RAN2: 
Acquisition of SI messages across SI windows is used for Rel-13 LC/CE (provided multiple HARQ buffers/parallel accumulation is feasible). 
It is not captured that Rel-13 LC/EC UEs could acquire SI messages across different SI windows.
	4
	Samsung: Would like to understand what is proposed to be stated precisely i.e. ‘A sentence clarifying that the UE may combine across SI-windows’? 
Intel: Agree
Ericsson: This agreement is captured in the agreed 36.300 CR. Not strong opinion if there is also a need to capture it in 36.331. Here’s the related text from 36.300: “A BL UE can acquire SI messages across SI windows. The maximum number of SI messages that can be acquired across SI windows is 4.”
CATT: need to add 
Coordinator: If Stage-2 description is not deemed sufficient, a text proposal is needed for further discussion during RAN2#93
Qualcomm: It may be necessary to agree if this is a requrement for the LC/CE UEs. Otherwise it is the same as today, i.e. the UE is allowed to combine across SI window but within modification period). Should be discussed in RAN2#93.

CR-editor (Ericsson): No common view if anything is needed on topof Stage-2. Can be discussed in RAN2#93 if still unclear for companies.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	E.292
	5.2.1.2
	The following RAN1 agreements should also be captured in this section:
“PBCH repetition in subframe #0 + repetition in 1 other subframe in all frames in every 40ms cycle
–	It is up to the network whether to configure PBCH repetitions in a cell or not. The other subframe for PBCH repetition is:
–	Subframe #9 for FDD
–	Subframe #5 for TDD
–	PBCH repetition for 1.4 MHz TDD/FDD system is not supported”
	4
	Add  the highlighted text below:
“The MIB uses a fixed schedule with a periodicity of 40 ms and repetitions made within 40 ms. The first transmission of the MIB is scheduled in subframe #0 of radio frames for which the SFN mod 4 = 0, and repetitions are scheduled in subframe #0 of all other radio frames. MIB transmission may be repeated in one other subframe in all frames in every 40 ms cycle for bandwidth reduced low complexity or enhanced coverage UEs. The other subframe for the repetition is subframe #9 for FDD and subframe #5 for TDD. Repetition for 1.4 MHz TDD/FDD system is not supported.”
CATT: The correspongding LS hasn’t  come into RAN2 and MIB scheduling needes to be revisit in the next meeting

CR-editor (Ericsson):  We consider that it is OK to capture this even LS is not treated in RAN2 meeting.  See text proposal which is modified based on comments from Intel.

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	S.011
	5.2.1.2/3
	Need to clarify when UE applies BR versions of SIB and what EC UE does when switching between regular and BR
	4
	Intel: Agree. This could be clarified e.g. it could be indicated that a BR UE or a UE operating in EC mode, when receiving MIB, use the index to use the SI messages sent for BR operation starting for the usage of the scheduling information of SIB1-BR.
Coordinator: Requires a text proposal and further discussion during RAN2#93
CATT: seems clear in the current version. But could clarify how does UE treat legacy SIs in EC coverage.
Nokia Networks: This requires further discussion on February meeting.
Qualcomm: Agree that some guidance to UE implemetation is necessary.

CR-editor (Ericsson): This is clarified more now in 5.2.1.1. A reference to 36.304 is added where actual criteria when the UE is in enhanced coverage is given.
With respect to switching between regular and normal SIBs would be up to UE implementation. UE should guarantee that it has valid System Information depending on if it is extended coverage or not.  Unclear if this needs to be clarified further.

	Open (eMTC CR)

	S.013
	5.2.1.3
	It is not specified how the SI specific value tag works together with the original tag
	3
	Add missing specification
Intel: Not needed as this was already as shown below:
1>if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
2> if systemInfoShortValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1:
3> consider the stored system information for specific SI message to be invalid if systemInfoShortValueTag for specific SI message is different from the one of the stored related system information;
2> else:
3> consider any stored system information except SystemInformationBlockType10, SystemInformationBlockType11, systemInformationBlockType12 and systemInformationBlockType14 to be invalid;
CATT: seems clear but can be clarified.
Qualcomm: Agree to Intel’s comment. Note that systemInfoShortValueTag should be systemInfoSIValueTag (See Q.001)
CR-editor (Ericsson): In general,  it seems to be clear from the procedures in section 5.2.2.3.  However, Samsung requests to move this text should be moved to 5.2.1.3 (see  S.112).
	Open (eMTC CR) ->Closed

	Z.002
	5.2.1.3
	The calculation of modification period boundaries for LC/EC UEs should consider H-SFN.
	2
	The modification period boundaries are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod m= 0. For the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage, if they receive H-SFN through system information, the modification period boundaries should be defined by SFN values for which (H-SFN * 1024 + SFN) mod m= 0. where m is the number of radio frames comprising the modification period. The modification period is configured by system information.
Ericsson: It should be “For the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs or UEs in enhanced coverage...”
CATT: agree
Qualcomm: Not clear why H-SFN has to kick in here.

CR-editor (Ericsson):  

This is due to the following RAN2 agreement in RAN2#92:
“Rel-13 LC/EC BCCH modification period can go beyond 10s by use of H-SFN (that is defined for eDRX, i.e. 10 bits in SIB1/SIB1bis). Up to 40s based on legacy calculation of modification period. FFS whether we to go beyond 40s. Use of the H-SFN does not mean that UE has to support other functions of eDRX.”
It could be good to capture something. Note that this does not require that the serving cell supports eDRX. Here’s a proposal:
“For BL UEs or UEs in EC, if H-SFN is provided in SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, modification period boundaries are defined by SFN values for which (H-SFN * 1024 + SFN) mode m=0.”
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	H.008
	5.2.1.3
	It is not clear whether the BRLC/EC UE shall monitor "notifications by physical layer control channels only" or if the UE can chose to not monitor them and monitor paging instead.
	2
	Reword as "In RRC_IDLE, the BLRC UE and the UE in EC monitors notifications about system information using physical layer control channels without any shared data channel transmission, as specified in TS 36.211"
Intel: We do not think that there is need to indicate anything as UE wakes up for paging as in legacy but it would also check for the new DCI if a paging message is not sent. Therefore the proposed text looks ok considering minor changes as suggested for more clarification (e.g.moving RRC_IDLE to be close to the UE reference)

"In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and in RRC_ IDLE, they may be informed about a system information change by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission."
Ericsson: The issue need to be clarified. It is clear how this mechanism, i.e. flag in physical downlink control channel, works based on the agreements. The UE has to monitor the control channel at the configured paging occasion regardlessTof the value of the S flag. The proposed text above does not add much.
CATT: agree

CR-editor (Ericsson):  The current text refers more to the fact that PDSCH paging notification is replaced with physcial layer notification. When the UE shall monitor paging, should be clear in idle mode procedures. So in that sense, we would agree with Intel.   Companies are invited to review current text and see if it is sufficient.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	D.001
	5.2.1.3 System information validity and notification of changes
	On the following changes related to eMTC,

In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and they may be informed about a system information change in RRC_ IDLE by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.

Use of M-PDCCH for SI change is specified in TS 36.212 according to the latest RAN1 CR packages. For the reference, TS 36.212 is more suitable.
	2
	Could be modified as follows.

In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and they may be informed about a system information change in RRC_ IDLE by using physical layer control channelsDCI format 6-2, as specified in TS 36.211212, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.
Intel: ok
CATT: prefer original version, is it really neede to mention DCI format in RRC spec?
Qualcomm: Change to the reference seems sufficient.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Prefer to not refer to DCI format, reference is sufficient.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	H.010
	5.2.2.2
	" The UE shall apply the system information acquisition procedure upon selecting (e.g. upon power on) and upon re-selecting a cell, after handover completion," seems not true for BRLC UEs and UEs in EC for many triggers
	2
	Some clarifications are needed
CR-editor (Ericsson): Unclear what is really needed. General understanding is that if the UE does not have valid SI, it needs to acquire that.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.016
	5.2.2.3
	Regular (non-BR) UE reading SIBs after introduction of BR SIBs. 
Should UE be prevented from reading both type of SIBss – now it is required to get both SIB (assuming the added sentence in 5.2.1.1 is covering this clause as well). Now it may happen that regular UE read both BR and non_BR SIBs and contents may be different => odd behaviour expected.
	3
	Not sure what is supposed to be UE behaviour here – So not able to have proposal. Experts on the topic should check what is expected UE behaviour and clarify the procedural text in 5.2.2.3 and possibly generalization in 5.2.1.1!
Intel: Agree that some clarifications are needed, e.g. as we commented in Z.004.
Ericsson: This depends on whether the UE has CE capability or not. In principle, a normal complexity UE that has CE capability shall read the corresponding SIB, i.e. legacy SIB or SIB-BR, based on whether it is in enhanced coverage or not. The details are up to UE implementation.
Nokia Networks: This seems like an issue that needs further discussion – in our understanding normal UEs were not supposed to read SIB1-BR. In our undestanding CE only applies for MTC UEs, not to normal UEs.
Qualcomm: Agree that some guidance to UE implementation is necessary.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Now it should be clear in 5.2.1.1 which tells that EC UE applies BR versions of SIBs and also definition to EC is given.

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.019
	5.2.2.3
	systemInfoValueTag handling is unclear with current procedural text. Also procedural text has some parameter systemInfoShortValueTag which is not configured anywhere => impossible to tell what is UE behaviour. Additionally BRLC specific signaling impact regular UE now as well.

Additionally I assume UE stores SIBs up to now not SI-messages ( at least in procedural text) . So I propose to udpate new procedural text to follow legacy style.

New procedure invalidates SIB10,11,12 and 14 also. I assume it should not be the case?
	3
	I propose following formulation for procedural text “
1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
2>	If UE supports BRLC and any systemInfoSIValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1:
3>	For each SI message for which systemInfoSIValueTag is included consider the stored system information in  the SI message to be invalid if systemInfoSIValueTag for specific SI message is different from the one of the stored system information except SystemInformationBlockType10, SystemInformationBlockType11, systemInformationBlockType12 and systemInformationBlockType14;
2>	else:
3>	consider any stored system information except SystemInformationBlockType10, SystemInformationBlockType11, systemInformationBlockType12 and systemInformationBlockType14 to be invalid;
Intel: we are not sure whether this change is really needed.
Nokia Networks: The point was the same as in N.018 – the current text makes it seem like EC can also apply for normal UEs, which to our understanding has not been the case. We would propose to discuss this together with N.018.
Qualcomm: The current text seems sufficiently clear, except that systemInfoShortValueTag should be systemInfoSIValueTag (See Q.001).
CR-editor (Ericsson): Nokia is referring to N.016? Seems most companies consider text clear. However, Samsung proposed to move text to 5.2.1.3 (S.112). So companies are requested to review the latest version.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	I.008
	5.2.2.3
	There was a RAN2 agreement made that “The UE is not required to detect SIB change while being in RRC CONNECTED. The NW may release the UE to IDLE if it wants the UE to acquire changed SIB or provide the updated SIB by dedicated signalling.”
If the agreement about the updated SIB via dedicated signalling is still valid, then the note below needs to be updated and also changes to RRC Connection Reconfiguration message for a PCell are needed.
NOTE:	E-UTRAN may release bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage to RRC_IDLE if these UEs need to acquire changed system information.
	3
	Discuss whether the agreement about the updated SIB via dedicated signalling is still valid, and if yes then the note needs to be updated and also changes to RRC Connection Reconfiguration message for a PCell are needed.
CATT: Providing SI via dedicated signalling seems legacy behavior, needs further clarification?
Intel: Comment from CATT is not clear as in legacy behavior not the full set of SIBs can be signaled in mobilityControlInfo. We have to discuss the 2 options to fix this issue: i) introduce a new mechanism to provide updated SIBs per dedicated signalling or i) not to implement the previous agreement in Rel-13.

CR-editor (Ericsson): This needs further agreement in RAN2. For updating parameters, HO could be used but RAN2 has not concluded how the UE acquire other SIBs during HO.  We plan to provide contribution to RAN2#93.

	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.009
	5.2.2.3 System information required by the UE
	Two precedural instructions nested under if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	the UE is not a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE; and
2>	the UE is not in enhanced coverage:
Seems to not match the main path, i.e. the UE shall:
	1
	Combine the two confitions under the main “if in RRC_Connected”
CR-editor (Ericsson): Seems that in other sections (e.g. 5.2.2.5) there is “UE is in …” after “UE shall” sentence. So we consider that is OK. Maybe Nokia can bring more concrete proposal
	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.011
	5.2.2.3 System information required by the UE
	The introduced NOTEs refer to E-UTRAN behaviour
	1
	Can it be moved to a stage 2 text?
Samsung: Seems useful background
Nokia Networks: Our main point was that this doesn’t seem necessary for RRC, Stage-2 would be better place for this text. 
CR-editor (Ericsson): In our view, OK to have in RRC as this clarifies the expected behaviour (which is different as compared to legacy)
	Open (eMTC CR)
->closed

	H.013
	5.2.2.3
	2>	the UE is not in enhanced coverage:
Prefer the consistent description as “the UE is operating in enhanced coverage”
	1
	Use “the UE is operating in enhanced coverage”
CR-editor (Ericsson): most of times the description is “UE in enhanced coverage” so we would like to stick to that. WE removed “operating” from 5.2.2.4.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->closed

	Z.005
	5.2.2.4
	Condition missing
Based on stage-2 agreements understanding,  the modification boundaries for SIB1-BR and SI-BR should be equal or longer than 512 SFN.
	2
	2> if the UE uses a DRX cycle longer than the modification period:
3>	start acquiring the required system information, as defined in 5.2.2.3, from the next H-SFN boundary defined by H-SFN mod 256 = 0;
2> else if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating in enhanced coverage and the modification period is smaller than 512:
3>	start acquiring the system information, as defined in 5.2.2.3, from the next SFN boundary defined by SFN mod 512 = 0;
2> else
3>	start acquiring the required system information, as defined in 5.2.2.3, from the beginning of the modification period following the one in which the change notification was received;
CATT: not sure whether to specify UE behavior or network configueration. Same issue applies for  SI-periodicity.

CR-editor (Ericsson): With respect to modification boundary 512 SFN: there is text in 5.2.1.3: 
The possible boundaries of modification for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod 512 = 0 except for notification of  ETWS/CMAS for which the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content at any time.
So ZTE proposal is covered?


	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	H.019
	5.2.2.4
	It is unclear how long the ETWS UE may delay acquisition of SIB10
	4
	Reword as "start acquiring SIB10 no later than the begining of the next modification period". (or something else)
CR-editor (Ericsson): Seems there is no agreement on this so this is left now to UE implementation. However, the companies may bring contributions to RAN2#93.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.013
	5.2 and all subclauses where there are changes on SIB1-BR)
	In the 5.2.1.1 there is sentence added “In the remainder of this clause, anything applicable for a particular SIB or SI message equally applies to the corresponding Bandwidth Reduced (BR) version unless explicitly stated otherwise”. I assume this should mean to cover whole 5.2 and not just 5.2.1.1. and subclauses of that?
	2
	Move sentence to 5.2 or change wording to “In the remainder of 5.2 and all subclauses, anything applicable for a particular SIB or SI message equally applies to the corresponding Bandwidth Reduced (BR) version unless explicitly stated otherwise”
Intel: In principle ok to clarify that sentence and potentially move it to a more general section.
CR-editor (Ericsson): OK to move to beginning of the 5.2. -> moved.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.002
	5.2.1.1
	It is not explained what "Bandwidth Reduced (BR) version" means in relation to SIB/SI (the same applies to other subclauses where the term “bandwidth reduced” is used):
In the remainder of this clause, anything applicable for a particular SIB or SI message equally applies to the corresponding Bandwidth Reduced (BR) version unless explicitly stated otherwise.
	1
	To add a definition on “bandwidth reduced” in subclause 3.1, something like:
Bandwidth reduced: Refers to operation in downlink and/or uplink with a limited channel bandwidth of 6 PRBs.
Ericsson: Same issue is also mentioned in E.290
CR-editor (Ericsson): Definition added
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.003
	5.2.1.1
	The reference to 1000 bits for bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage is not correct in accordance with the TBS mapping table specified in 36.213. In fact the max TBS size is 960 bits.
NOTE1: The physical layer imposes a limit to the maximum size a SIB can take. When DCI format 1C is used the maximum allowed by the physical layer is 1736 bits (217 bytes) while for format 1A the limit is 2216 bits (277 bytes), see TS 36.212 [22] and TS 36.213 [23]. For bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage, the maximum SIB and SI message size is 1000 bits.
	1
	Update the max number of bits for bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage as shown below:

NOTE1: The physical layer imposes a limit to the maximum size a SIB can take. When DCI format 1C is used the maximum allowed by the physical layer is 1736 bits (217 bytes) while for format 1A the limit is 2216 bits (277 bytes), see TS 36.212 [22] and TS 36.213 [23]. For bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage, the maximum SIB and SI message size is 1000 bits 960 bits, see TS 36.213 [23].
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.291
	5.2.1.1
	The following text needs to be updated:
“For bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage, the maximum SIB and SI message size is 1000 bits.”
	1
	Instead of “and”, we should have “or”
Huawei: "and" is correct (this is a list of cases where some statement applies, not pseudo-code).
Samsung: ‘and’ seems correct.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Ok to stick to “and”.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.010
	5.2.1.2
	In the SIB PDU section we have notes about multiple occurances but the concept is not really defined.
	4
	Clarify that we branch out from SIB1 i.e. legacy MIB applies for RB also, with just some additional repetitions, while SIB1 and furhter SI messages there are separate messages, scheduled independantly and with content that may differ (as defined in PDU section) 
CATT: could further clarify.
Nokia Networks: This requires further discussion on February meeting.
Qualcomm: Agree. Will need to see actual text.
CR-editor (Ericsson): OK to clarify the concept as Samsung suggests. This may further clarify the concerns of Nokia.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.293
	5.2.1.2
	The following RAN2 agreement should also be captured in this section:
“From RAN2 point of view the “SIB1” for LC/EC UEs could contain scheduling information (time, frequency and MCS/TBS) allowing acquiring subsequent SIBs without reading PDCCH.”
	2
	Add the highlighted text below:
“The SI messages are transmitted within periodically occurring time domain windows (referred to as SI-windows) using dynamic scheduling. Each SI message is associated with a SI-window and the SI-windows of different SI messages do not overlap. That is, within one SI-window only the corresponding SI is transmitted. The length of the SI-window is common for all SI messages, and is configurable. Within the SI-window, the corresponding SI message can be transmitted a number of times in any subframe other than MBSFN subframes, uplink subframes in TDD, and subframe #5 of radio frames for which SFN mod 2 = 0. The UE acquires the detailed time-domain scheduling (and other information, e.g. frequency-domain scheduling, used transport format) from decoding SI-RNTI on PDCCH (see TS 36.321 [6]). A bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage acquires the detailed time/frequency domain scheduling from SystemInformationBlockType1-BR.”
Samsung: It seems better to formulate this from SI perspective rather than from UE perspective i.e. For BR SI messages, the detailed time/frequency domain scheduling is indicated in SystemInformationBlockType1-BR.
Intel: In principle ok with the proposal although this could also be clarified on the section where MIB is received 5.2.2.6.
CATT: MIB scheduling needes to be revisit in the next meeting
Qualcomm: Agree some clarification is necessary, Could be combined with the suggested change in S.010.
CR-editor (Ericsson): The comment relates to scheduling of other SIB in SIB1-BR, not MIB. Thus added following:
For a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage,  the detailed time/frequency domain scheduling is provided in SystemInformationBlockType1-BR.”
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.004
	5.2.1.2
	The word “field” can be removed from the sentence below.
The schedule of SystemInformationBlockType1-BR is indicated by schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field in MIB.
	1
	Remove the word “field”.
Samsung: Agree
CR-editor (Ericsson): Removed
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	[bookmark: H004]H.004
	5.2.1.3
	The possible boundaries for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod 512 = 0. In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window.
In the sentence on "possible boundaries for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR", it is unclear what are "boundaries for SIB1-BR" and it is not clear what is "his window".
	2
	Reword like legacy text e.g. "Except for ETWS/CMAS notification, change of SIB1-BR only occurs at radio frames for which SFN mod 512 = 0".
Intel: see our comment and proposal in I.005.
Ericsson: Same issue is also mentioned in I.005
CATT: agree 
Coordinator: See also C.005, I.005, N.014.
Qualcomm: Commented in I.005
CR-editor (Ericsson): Same issue is also mentioned in I.005
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.006
	5.2.1.3
	“In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information”
In 5.2.1.1, there is "The UE applies the system information acquisition and change monitoring procedures for the PCell.". It seems that the sentence "In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information" contradicts with this but it is in 5.2.1.3 which is only for validity.
	2
	Remove sentence for RRC_CONNECTED UEs from 5.2.1.3, modifiy sentence in 5.2.1.1 e.g. "The UE which is neither bandwidth reduced low complexity nor in enhanced coverage applies the system information ....".
CATT: agree
CR-editor (Ericsson): Clarified in 5.2.1.1.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.007
	5.2.1.3
	“In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and they may be informed about a system information change in RRC_ IDLE by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.”
In the sentence about SI change notification for  BRLC/EC UEs, the order of complements makes the sentence hardly understandable, i.e. "in RRC_IDLE" should be together with "the UE", "without making a data channel transmission" should be together with "using physical layer control channels")
	2
	Reword: "In RRC_IDLE, the BRLC UE and the UE in EC may be informed about a SI change by using physical layer control channels without making a shared data channel transmission, as specified in TS 36.213"
Intel: ok with the reordering of the sentence, FFS the proposed re-wording
Ericsson: It can be revised to: “In RRC_IDLE, BRLC UEs or UEs in EC can be notified about SI update using a physical layer control channel instead of a shared data channel transmission, as specified in TS 36.213.”
CATT: agree
CR-editor (Ericsson): Sentence clarified
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.009
	5.2.1.3
	Sentence " Although the UE may be informed about changes in system information, no further details are provided e.g. regarding which system information will change " seems to contradict with "The change of specific SI message can also be indicated by a SI message specific value tag systemInfoSIValueTag. "
	2
	Remove the confusion sentence.
Samsung: Not sure i.e. doesn’t
Intel: We prefer to clarify the sentence proposed to be removed still apply fo rbetter than remove it.
Ericsson: The former sentence only refers to the legacy/ non-BR case?SystemInfoValueTag.
Nokia Networks: In general it should be clarified which parts apply for BR and which for non-BR SI. This seems to require more discussion during February meeting.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Clarified that legacy sentence applies only to legacy value Tag.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	C.002
	5.2.1.3
	The description of the usage of SI message specified value tag is not clear enough.
Based on previous RAN2’s agreement, the valid storage time of system information is 3hours or 24 hours, based on configuration. So, the description says the system information is considered to be invilid after 3 hours should be modified.
	2
	SystemInformationBlockType1 includes a value tag, systemInfoValueTag, that indicates if a change has occurred in the SI messages. The change of specific SI message can also be indicated by a SI message specific value tag systemInfoSIValueTag. UEs may use systemInfoValueTag, e.g. upon return from out of coverage, to verify if the previously stored SI messages are still valid. Moreover, the UE can verify whether specific message is still valid if a SI message specific value tag is provided. Additionally, the UE considers stored system information to be invalid after 3 hours or 24 hour based on configuration from the moment it was successfully confirmed as valid, unless specified otherwise.
Intel: Change not needed as this is better captured in the procedural text:
"delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in    SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;". If some reference wants to be added in section 5.2.1.3, we would prefer this as a new sentence to reduce the impact to legacy text.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  First addition is not needed as already second sentence says same.  The latter change can be added (“or 24 hour based on configuration”) as 3 hours rule seems to be in 2 places in legacy procudures. However, better to have a separate sentence so that legacy text is not impacted.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	[bookmark: C005]C.005
	5.2.1.3
	The possible boundaries for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod 512 = 0. In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window.
why use “possible”?
	2
	remove “possible”
Intel: We prefer to keep "possible" and suggest further changes  in I.005
Ericsson: This issue is mentioned in I.005
Coordinator: See also H.004, I.005, N.014.
Qualcomm: Commented in I.005
CR-editor (Ericsson):  Already covered in I.005
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	[bookmark: N014]N.014
	5.2.1.3
	About sentence “In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window ”. It is unclear what is “his windows”- it is assumed we mean modification period
	1
	Change “his window” to “the modification period”. 
Coordinator: See also C.005, H.004, I.005.
Qualcomm: Commented in I.005
CR-editor (Ericsson): See I.005 for the solution
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	[bookmark: I005]I.005
	5.2.1.3
	The two sentences below can be improved:
· Replace “boundaried” with “boundaries of the modification”.
· The word “change” shoud not be set in italics.
· The case of ETWS/CMAS notification should be better described as an exception case of the previous description.
The possible boundaries for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod 512 = 0. In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window.
	1
	Improve the two sentences as shown below:
The possible boundaries of the modification for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod 512 = 0, except for the notification of ETWS/CMAS when the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content at any time.
Ericsson: OK in principle, but it can be revised to:
The possible boundaries of the modification for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR are defined by SFN values for which SFN mod 512 = 0, except for the notification of ETWS/CMAS for which the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content at any time.
Coordinator: See also C.005, H.004, N.014.
Qualcomm: Agree.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Adopted Intel proposal with small changes proposed by Ericsson.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	C.001
	5.2.1.3
	The word “they” in following description would lead to a misunderstanding, specifically, it seems like that it refers to UEs in RRC_CONNECTED.

In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and they may be informed about a system information change in RRC_ IDLE by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.
	1
	In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information. and they UE may be informed about a system information change in RRC_ IDLE by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.
Ericsson: In that case it should be UEs
CR-editor (Ericsson): The sentence is modfified, see earlier comments (e.g. H.007).
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	C.003
	5.2.1.3
	Editorial correction:
	1
	In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during this window.
CR-editor (Ericsson): The sentence is modfified, see earlier comments (I.005).
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	C.004
	5.2.1.3
	Typo issue. The word “change” should not be italic.
	1
	In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window.
CR-editor (Ericsson): The sentence is modificed, see earlier comments (I.005).
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.006
	5.2.1.3
	The word "change" in the following is italic:
In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window.
	1
	Make "change" not italic in the following:
In cases of ETWS/CMAS notification the eNB may change SystemInformationBockType1-BR content during his window.
CR-editor (Ericsson): The sentence is modfified, see earlier comments (I.005).
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.009
	5.2.1.3
	There is an extra space in the following:
In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and they may be informed about a system information change in RRC_<extra space to be removed>IDLE by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.
	1
	Remove the extra space in the following:
In RRC_CONNECTED the bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage are not required to acquire system information and they may be informed about a system information change in RRC_<extra space to be removed>IDLE by using physical layer control channels, as specified in TS 36.211, when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (I.005)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	Z.003
	5.2.2.3
	The”systemInfoShortValueTag” is a typo, the right one should be “systemInfoSIValueTag”
	2
	1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
2>	ifsystemInfoShortValueTag systemInfoSIValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 SystemInformationBlockType1-BR:
3>	consider the stored system information for specific SI message to be invalid if systemInfoShortValueTag systemInfoSIValueTag for specific SI message is different from the one of the stored related system information;
Intel: See comment I.007 with the new proposed name to si-ValueTag
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated accordingly
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	Z.004
	5.2.2.3
	Based on stage-2 agreements, LC and EC UEs should use SIB1 specific for them, e.g. SIB1-BR.
	2
	The first alternative:
1>	ensure having a valid version, as defined below, of (at least) the following system information, also referred to as the 'required' system information:
2>	if in RRC_IDLE:
3>	the MasterInformationBlock and SystemInformationBlockType1 or SystemInformationBlockType1-BR(depending on whether the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating in enhanced coverage) as well as SystemInformationBlockType2 through SystemInformationBlockType8 (depending on support of the concerned RATs), SystemInformationBlockType17 (depending on support of RAN-assisted WLAN interworking);
Intel: Agree that some clarification needs to be added but prefer not to change legacy text. We prefer to add this clarification in the procedural text for the MIB reception e.g.
5.2.2.6    Actions upon reception of the MasterInformationBlock message
Upon receiving the MasterInformationBlock message the UE shall:
1> if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating in enhanced coverage, 
1> UE schedulingInfoSIB1-BR to find the scheduling information of SystemInformationBlockType1-BR 
CATT: agree
Qualcomm: Agree that some guidance to UE implemetation is necessary.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated as ZTE proposes. For us ZTE proposal is more preferable.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.112
	5.2.2.3
	This section specifies what the UE is required to acqurie. We should not add more details about validity, which should remain to be covered by 5.2.1.3
	2
	Maintain current scope and limit changes e.g. remove text related to systemInfoSIValueTag (but include such clarification in 5.2.1.3)
CR-editor (Ericsson): As suggested here, now most of changes are moved to 5.2.1.3 and Se ction 5.2.2.3 has only a reference. However, this is not maybe any clearer approach.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.017
	5.2.2.3
	In this procedural text “
1>	if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating in enhanced coverage
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;

Is the intended behaviour that SI is forever valid if si-ValidityTime is not included for BRLC UE? If yes then 
text is OK. 
	2
	If the intended behaviour is not to have forever valid SI then change procedural text.
Intel: Text could be updated to address Nokia's comment:
1> if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating in enhanced coverage
2> if si-ValidityTime is included in    SystemInformationBlockType1-BR
3> delete any stored system information after3 hours from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
2> else
3> delete any stored system information after 24 hours  from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
1> else:
2> delete any stored system information after 3 hours from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
CR-editor (Ericsson): Now this part is updated and moved to 5.2.1.3 as Samsung suggested in S.112.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.018
	5.2.2.3
	In this procedural text “
1>	if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating in enhanced coverage
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;

Is the SI valid for 24 or 3hours? Up to UE to choose or what is intended UE behaviour?
	2
	If it is not up to UE to choose how long SI is valid then change procedural text.
Intel: This could be addressed as with the clarification that we explained in N.017.
Nokia Networks: Discuss together with N.017 during February meeting.
CR-editor (Ericsson): There is clear agreement on this (i.e., 24 hour is default value). See updated version and comments for S.112 and N.017.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.012
	5.2.2.3
	Order in sentence makes it difficult to read in "delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;" should be at the begining
	2
	"if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise
CATT: agree
CR-editor (Ericsson): The agreement is that 24 hour is default and 3 hour validity can be configured. See updated version and comments for S.112.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	Q.001
	5.2.2.3
	The field systemInfoShortValueTag mentioned in this section does not exist in ASN.1.
	1
	Change systemInfoShortValueTag to systemInfoSIValueTag
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (see other comments)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.006
	5.2.2.3
	In the condition below the highlighted part should be set in italics:
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
	1
	Set “si-ValidityTime” in italics.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (see other comments e.g. D.002)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.007
	5.2.2.3
	In the conditions below all references to systemInfoValueTag and SIBs should be set in italics. Furthermore, systemInfoShortValueTag should be corrected to systemInfoSIValueTag. However, we suggest to use the name si-ValueTag instead to avoid ambiguity with existing name systemInfoValueTag.
1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
2>	if systemInfoShortValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1:
3>	consider the stored system information for specific SI message to be invalid if systemInfoShortValueTag for specific SI message is different from the one of the stored related system information;
2>	else:
3>	consider any stored system information except SystemInformationBlockType10, SystemInformationBlockType11, systemInformationBlockType12 and systemInformationBlockType14 to be invalid;
	1
	Set all references to systemInfoValueTag and SIBs in italics. Furthermore, replace systemInfoShortValueTag by si-ValueTag.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (see other comments).
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.011
	5.2.2.3
	T CR-editor (Ericsson): OK to update “move to RRC_IDLE”.
	1
	Reword "move to RRC_IDLE" or "release the RRC connection"
CR-editor (Ericsson): OK to update “move to RRC_IDLE”
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.087
	5.2.2.3
	"If the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity" has wording not consistent with previous condition
	1
	"If the UE is a bandwidth low complexity UE"
CR-editor (Ericsson): Text now moved to 5.2.1.3 .
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.014
	5.2.2.3
	si-ValidityTime, systemInfoValueTag, systemInfoShortValueTag shall  be italic
	1
	CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (see other comments like D.002)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	C.008
	5.2.2.3
	Editorial correction:
	1
	Change “systemInfoShortValueTag” to” systemInfoSIValueTag”, and change “SystemInformationBlockType1” to “SystemInformationBlockType1-BR”:
1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
2>	if systemInfoShortValueTag systemInfoSIValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1-BR:
3> consider the stored system information for specific SI message to be invalid if systemInfoShortValueTag systemInfoSIValueTag for specific SI message is different from the one of the stored related system information;
CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered in other comments
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.010
	5.2.2.3
	There is a indentation in the following which should not be there:
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in<here>	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
	1
	Remove the indentation from the following:
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in<remove the following indentation>	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
CR-editor (Ericsson): The paragraph moved to 5.2.1.3 so comment is not valid anymore.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.011
	5.2.2.3
	"systemInfoValueTag", "systemInfoShortValueTag" and "SystemInformationBlockType1" is not italic in the following:
1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
2>	if systemInfoShortValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1:
3>	consider the stored system information for specific SI message to be invalid if systemInfoShortValueTag for specific SI message is different from the one of the stored related system information;
	1
	Make "systemInfoValueTag", "systemInfoShortValueTag" and "SystemInformationBlockType1" italic in the following:
1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered in other comments (D.002)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.294
	5.2.2.3
	The following needs to be corrected to have a text with  consistent terminology:
1>	if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is operating  in enhanced coverage
	1
	It should be updated as follows:
1>	if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is in enhanced coverage
CR-editor (Ericsson): Text moved so this is not valid any more.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.295
	5.2.2.3
	The highlighted parameter in the text below should be in italics:
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
	1
	It should be updated as follows:
2>	delete any stored system information after 24 hours or 3 hours, if si-ValidityTime is included in	SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, from the moment it was confirmed to be valid as defined in 5.2.1.3, unless specified otherwise;
CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered in other comments.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.296
	5.2.2.3
	The highlighted parameters below should be in italics:
2> else:
31> consider any stored system information except SystemInformationBlockType10, SystemInformationBlockType11, systemInformationBlockType12 and systemInformationBlockType14  to be invalid if systemInfoValueTag included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information;”
	1
	It should be updated as follows:
2> else:
31>	consider any stored system information except SystemInformationBlockType10, SystemInformationBlockType11, systemInformationBlockType12 and systemInformationBlockType14  to be invalid if systemInfoValueTag included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information;”
CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered in other comments
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.015
	5.2.2.3 (several places) 
	“systemInfoShortValueTag” should be “systemInfoSIValueTag” and in italic
	1
	Do the correction
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (see other comments)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.010
	5.2.2.3 System information required by the UE
	1>	if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
	2
	The procedure formulation seems to introduce a new interpretation of the UE behaviour that implies checking of the two conditions: 
1.if systemInfoValueTag is included in the SystemInformationBlockType1
2. is different from the one of the stored system information.
If both are to be fulfiled perhaps AND could be added in between the two conditions.
Ideally, to respect the legacy procedure, the condition should be changed to:“if systemInfoValueTag included in the SystemInformationBlockType1 is different from the one of the stored system information:
Intel: ok
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated as Nokia suggests, see Section 5.2.1.3. and comment S.112.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.008
	5.2.2.3 System information required by the UE
	A number of fields referred by the procedural text is not in italic format (si-ValidityTime, systemInfoValueTag, systemInfoShortValueTag, SystemInformationBlockType1)
	1 
	Format referrenced field to italic
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected and modified (covered in other bullets),
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	D.002
	5.2.2.3 System information required by the UE 
	In the changes related to eMTC, style of some filed name is not italic font.
	1
	Should be corrected by using italic font.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.014
	5.2.2.4
	This bullet is about ETWS capable UE, so do we really need to address BR UE. If we do, are there clear requirements for a BR UE supporting ETWS that need to be specified
With current text it is not entirely clear to what the optionally applies e.g. that acquring is optional or that it need not be done immediately
	2
	Introduce note that ETWS reception by BR UE is up to UE implementation (and/ or, make the existing bullet specific to non-BR UEs)
CR-editor (Ericsson): Agree that currrent bullet maybe misunderstood that SIB10 acquisition is optional. Thus we suggest to remove “optionally” and “immediately” to avoid confusion.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.018
	5.2.2.4 
	"if the UE is operating in enhanced coverage" should be at level 4>, without "and" in previous bullet, and next bullets should be at level 5>, level 4> and level 5>
	2
	CR-editor (Ericsson): Agree with the comment. Updated.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.020
	5.2.2.4
	This “
3>	if the UE is operating in enhanced coverage:
4>	optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
Optionally does not sound like specification language => change to “UE may”
	1
	Change bullet 4 to “UE may start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately”
Samsung: As there is a preceding UE shall, we agreed to use ‘optionally’ for other cases (i.e. uplink fields the UE may optionally include)
Nokia Networks: So far we have never used optionally for downlink fields, only for uplink (measurement results). In the existing cases the “optionally” is either preceded by “if available” (5.6.8.2) or “UE shall set the contents of…as follows” (5.6.9.3). Here if we first say that “UE shall” and the “optionally”, there is a contradiction. Our proposal was “UE may” but even that seems contradictory after further thinking. A further clarification can be considered in February meeting.
CR-editor (Ericsson): At this point of time, we propose to remove “optionally” and “immedately” to not confuse that the UE could optionally to not acquire SIB10 at all. Intention of the text is to say that it is up to UE implementation when SIB10 is acquired (not required to do immediately). See earlier c omments (S.014). (Closed as discussed in S.014)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.009
	5.2.2.4
	In the condition below the highlighted part should be set in italics:
3>	if the UE is operating in enhanced coverage:
4>	optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
	1
	Set “SystemInformationBlockType10” in italics.
Intel: same as H.016, E.013
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated (see D.002)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.297
	5.2.2.4
	The following needs to be corrected to have a text with  consistent terminology:
3>	if the UE is operating in enhanced coverage:
4>	optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
3>	else:
	1
	It should be updated as follows:
3>	if the UE is in enhanced coverage:
4>	optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
3>	else:
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated to be consistent.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.016
	5.2.2.4
	SystemInformationBlockType10 shall be italic;
	1
	Intel: same as I.009, E.013
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.013
	5.2.2.4
	" SystemInformationBlockType10" is not italic
3>	if the UE is operating in enhanced coverage:
4>	optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
	1
	Make " SystemInformationBlockType10" italic in the following:
3>	if the UE is operating in enhanced coverage:
4>	optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
Coordinator: Same as I.009, H.016 
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.012
	5.2.2.4 System information acquisition by the UE
	SystemInformationBlockType10 is not in italic
	1
	Change the text formatting
CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered in other comments
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	Z.006
	5.2.2.5, 5.2.2.6 
	There is no stage-2 agreement about UE can consider the cell as barred when there is no valid schedulingInfoSIB1-BR in MIB. 
We suggest to try to reuse the precedure of essential system information missing
	2
	5.2.2.6	Actions upon reception of the MasterInformationBlock message
Upon receiving the MasterInformationBlock message the UE shall:
1>	if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
2>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4];
5.2.2.5	Essential system information missing
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_IDLE or in RRC_CONNECTED while T311 is running; and
2>	the UE is not a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE:
23>	if the UE is unable to acquire the MasterInformationBlock or the SystemInformationBlockType 1
34>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4]; and
34>	perform barring as if intraFreqReselection is set to allowed, and as if the csg-Indication is set to FALSE;
2>	else if the UE is bandwidth reduced low complexity UE:
3>	if the UE is unable to acquire the MasterInformationBlock or the SystemInformationBlockType1-BR
4>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4]; and
4>	perform barring as if intraFreqReselection is set to allowed, and as if the csg-Indication is set to FALSE;
2>	else if the UE is unable to acquire the SystemInformationBlockType2:
3>	treat the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4];
Samsung: Seems good idea to apply same mechanism, but text can be much simpler (more integrated). Note we propose to use BR UE to cover both eLC and CE UEs
2>	if the UE is unable to acquire the MasterInformationBlock or the SystemInformationBlockType1/ SystemInformationBlockType1-BR for a BR UE:
Intel: Agree that further clarification is needed on the reception of MIB but further discussion is needed. Some proposals are described in our comment in Z.004.
CR-editor (Ericsson): The  Stage-2 agreements are following:

- If a cell supports Rel-13 LC UE, a Rel-13 LC UE is allowed to select the cell; otherwise the cell is considered as a barred cell.
- If a cell supports Rel-13 EC functionality, the Rel-13 UE supporting EC mode is allowed to select the cell in normal or enhanced coverage.

So current proposal in Section 5.2.2.6 is more aligned with this. However, alternative would be to have barring in 5.2.2.5 similar to legacy procedures as proposed by ZTE and Samsung. Ok for us to change -> change barring to 5.2.2.5
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.015
	5.2.2.6
	When barring, will UE still need to perform further actions?
	2
	Add else
Intel: Further clarification is needed on which actions are needed
CR-editor (Ericsson): Further actions now covered, see Z.006.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	Q.002
	5.2.2.6
	The barring behaviour requires what the UE assumes on intra-frequency cell reselection “allowed” or “not allowed”. Note that in this case the UE does not acquire SIB1 to get this information.
	2
	Add the following text.
“perform barring as if intraFreqReselection is set to notAllowed, and as if the csg-Indication is set to FALSE;”
CR-editor (Ericsson): Further actions now covered, see Z.006
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.299
	5.2.2.6
	The following RAN1 agreements needs to be captured in this section: “5 MIB spare bits are used to indicate TBS and RSIB1bis via a table”
	2
	Samsung: Relates to S.012. We think that in 5.2.1.2 further details should be added about SIB1 scheduling, clarifying at high level what is covered by the related field. Field description will also provide reference details. See no need to add anything to 5.2.2.6
Intel: Agree but details are FFS
CR-editor (Ericsson): OK to add clarifications to 5.2.1.2 instead. Let us use S.012 for further discussion.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.010
	5.2.2.6
	In the condition below the word “field” can be removed.
1> if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
2>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4];
	1
	Remove the word “field”. 
CR-editor (Ericsson): Not relevant anymore as whole text is changed (see Z.006)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	H.020
	5.2.2.6
	if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
	1
	if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or the UE is in enhanced coverage and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
CR-editor (Ericsson): Related to Z.006. In the current version also encanced coverage case covered,
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.015
	5.2.2.6
	Missing comma after 0 in the following:
1> if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
2>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4]; 
	1
	Add a comma after 0 in the following:
1> if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0<Here>
2> consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4];
Samsung: Intention is to add colon I assume
Coordinator: Agree with Samsung. A colon seems to bemissing.
CR-editor (Ericsson): not relevant anymore (see Z.006)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.300
	5.2.2.6
	The following text should be updated:

Upon receiving the MasterInformationBlock message the UE shall:
1> if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
2> consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4]”
	1
	It should be updated as follows:

Upon receiving the MasterInformationBlock message the UE shall:
1> if the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage, and the schedulingInfoSIB1-BR field is set to value 0
2> consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 36.304 [4];”
CR-editor (Ericsson): See Z.006 and H.020
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	5.3	 Connection control

	I.011
	5.3.2.1
	There is an LS from RAN1#83 where new DCI format 6-2 associated with P-RNTI can be used for direct indication of system information update and other fields. Therefore, some text should be added that 
CMAS, ETWS and EAB Indcations for bandwidth reduced UEs can be sent per L1 control signalling.
	2
	Add text something like:
“Bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage may be informed about a CMAS, ETWS and EAB change in RRC_ IDLE by using physical layer control channels when a paging message is not sent i.e. without making a shared data channel transmission.”
Samsung: This clause is about the case a Paging message is sent, so it clarification done it would just be a note
CR-editor (Ericsson): This is captured in 5.2.1.3 so there is not necessarily need to capture this twice?

We now added ETWS, CMAS and EAB in 5.2.3.1.
	Open (eMTC CR) Closed

	E.301
	5.3.2.3
	Additional text is required after:
1> if the etws-Indication is included and the UE is ETWS capable:
2> re-acquire SystemInformationBlockType1 immediately, i.e., without waiting until the next system information modification period boundary;
2> if the schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType10 is present:”
	2
	The text should be updated as follows:
1> if the etws-Indication is included and the UE is ETWS capable:
2> re-acquire SystemInformationBlockType1 immediately, i.e., without waiting until the next system information modification period boundary;
2> if the schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType10 is present: and
2> if the UE is in enhanced coverage:
3> optionally start acquiring SystemInformationBlockType10 immediately;
2> else:
1> acquire SystemInformationBlockType10;”
Nokia Networks: See N.020 – seems discussion on “optionally start” may need further discussion.
5.6.3.3CR-editor (Ericsson): Related to N.020, S.014 but in different place in spec. However, as paging section is different in legacy text, a note could be sufficient.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	5.4	 Inter-RAT mobility

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.5	 Measurements

	5.6	 Other

	C.012
	5.6.3.3
	Editorial correction:

3>	if the UE is a category 0 UE or a reduced bandwidth UE according to TS 36.306 [5]:
4>	include ue-RadioPagingInfo including ue-Category;
	1
	Change “reduced bandwidth” to” bandwidth reduced low complexity” to align with other descriptions in TS36.331:
3>	if the UE is a category 0 UE or a bandwidth reduced low complexityreduced bandwidth UE according to TS 36.306 [5]:
4>	include ue-RadioPagingInfo including ue-Category;
Ericsson: “Category M1 UE” should be generally used, according to endorsed CR to 36.306.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Now our proposal is the following: 

if the UE is a category 0 or M1 UE, or supports any UE capability information in ue-RadioPagingInfo, according to TS 36.306 [5]:

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	E.302
	5.6.3.3 
	The following text needs to be updated:

NOTE:	If the UECapabilityEnquiry message does not include requestedFrequencyBands, UE does not include supportedBandCombinationAdd.
3>	if the UE is a category 0 UE or a reduced bandwidth UE according to TS 36.306 [5]:
4>	include ue-RadioPagingInfo including ue-Category;”
	1
	It should be :

NOTE:	If the UECapabilityEnquiry message does not include requestedFrequencyBands, UE does not include supportedBandCombinationAdd.
3>	if the UE is a category 0 UE or a reducedbandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE capable of enhanced coverage according to TS 36.306 [5]:
4>	include ue-RadioPagingInfo including ue-Category;”

CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered by C.012.
	Open (eMTC CR) 
->Closed

	5.8	 MBMS

	5.9	 RN procedures

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.10	 ProSe

	6.2.1 General message structure

	I.022
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class
	The new SystemInformation-BR message uses the same structure as Systeminformation. Due to this we wonder whether there is a really need to create a new message. We should think of using the legacy Systeminformation message if e.g. it is possible that network might use same SI message for reduced BW and normal BWs UEs (if the PDCCH indicates the same PDSCH regions as it is configured for reduced BW). 

BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR ::= SEQUENCE {
	message					BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13
}

BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13 ::= CHOICE {
	c1						CHOICE {
		systemInformation-BR-r13		SystemInformation-BR-r13,
		systemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13		SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13
	},
	messageClassExtension	SEQUENCE {}
}
	3
	Discuss the need to create a new SystemInformation-BR message.
Samsung: See Z.041
Ericsson: See Z.041

CR-editor (Ericsson):  Discussed in Z.01414
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	Z.041
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class
	The definition of systemInformation-BR and systemInformationBlockType1-BR should be moved from UL-DCCH-Message to BCCH-DL-SCH-Message.

And the new message type isn’t needed.
	2
	-- ASN1START

BCCH-DL-SCH-Message ::= SEQUENCE {
	message					BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType
}

BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType ::= CHOICE {
	c1						CHOICE {
		systemInformation						SystemInformation,
		systemInformationBlockType1				SystemInformationBlockType1
	},

	messageClassExtension	CHOICE{
		c2					CHOICE {
			systemInformation-BR-r13	SystemInformation-BR-r13
			systemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13
									SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13
		},
	messageClassExtensionFuture-r13 SEQUENCE {}
	}
}

-- ASN1STOP

–	UL-DCCH-Message
-- ASN1START
…….
BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR ::= SEQUENCE {
	message					BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13
}

BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13 ::= CHOICE {
	c1						CHOICE {
		systemInformation-BR-r13				SystemInformation-BR-r13,
		systemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13		SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13
	},
	messageClassExtension	SEQUENCE {}
}

-- ASN1STOP
Samsung: We understand that SIB1 and SI for BR are scheduled seperately/ independantly from the legacy versions i.e. alike a new logical channel. On this new logical channel only the BR versions appear i.e. there is no logical channel on which we have all 4 message types. From this perspective, the current signalling seems appropriate i.e. no need for change
CR-editor (Ericsson): We agree with Samsung comment.  See also comment S.012 for SIB1-BR schedule. As Samsung points out, one option is to introduce a new logical channel for SIB1-BR. The ASN.1 structure remains same but this makes clearer the separation.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	C.038
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class
	Missing part of content in CR R2-157138. It should be added.
	2
	The  highlighted part is missing
-- ASN1START

BCCH-DL-SCH-Message ::= SEQUENCE {
	message					BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType
}

BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType ::= CHOICE {
	c1						CHOICE {
		systemInformation						SystemInformation,
		systemInformationBlockType1				SystemInformationBlockType1
	},
	messageClassExtension	SEQUENCE {}
}

BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR ::= SEQUENCE {
	message					BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13
}

BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13 ::= CHOICE {
	c1						CHOICE {
		systemInformation-BR-r13				SystemInformation-BR-r13,
		systemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13		SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13
	},
	messageClassExtension	SEQUENCE {}
}

-- ASN1STOP
CR-editor (Ericsson):  This is part of the running CR
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	E.231
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class
	BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR is placed in the UL-DCCH-Message class. This is probably a CR implementation error because according to the CR, BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR message class is placed in the same ASN.1 segment as BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class. This is probably not a good solution either because a new logical channel is needed and therefore a completely new message class is needed.
	2
	It would maybe be clearer to define a new logical channel BR-BCCH and an own message class for the new channel, e.g.
BCCH-DL-SCH-BR-Message
The BCCH-DL-SCH-BR-Message class is the set of RRC messages that may be sent from the E‑UTRAN to the bandwidth reduced UE via DL‑SCH on the BR-BCCH logical channel.
In the ASN.1, the acronym BR could be place before Message and MessageType, i.e. BCCH-DL-SCH-BR-Message instead of BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR and BCCH-DL-SCH-BR-MessageType-r13 instead of BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13.
CR-editor (Ericsson): New logical channel is open issue and we suggests to discsus this in ASN.1 review and potentially then in RAN2#93.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.031
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class
	The prose BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR is placed within the UL message structure – is that intentional? 
	1
	Move the message to its own part or under the BCCH-DL-SCH-Message.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Seems to be CR implementaiton error, see comment E.231.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	D.014
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class 
	The BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR class is added here although it is added into the right place in the running CR, R2-157138. In addition, DCM is wondering if the suffix “-r13” is needed for BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR.
	1
	Should be moved to BCCH-DL-SCH-Message. In addition, the suffix should be added as shown below.
BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR-r13 ::= SEQUENCE {
	message					BCCH-DL-SCH-MessageType-BR-r13
}
CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.031. 
	Open (eMTC CR) ->Closed

	H.061
	6.2.1 UL-DCCH-Message
	Definition of BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR, which is not for uplink,  is included in UL-DCCH-Message.
	1
	Move to BCCH-DL-SCH-Message and extend the definition, or create a new subclause after BCCH-DL-SCH-Message.
CR-editor (Ericsson): See N-031
	Open (eMTC CR) ->Closed

	N.032
	6.2.1 BCCH-DL-SCH-Message class 
	The abbreviation “BR" is not defined anywhere
	1
	Define what “BR” means.
Coordinator: Same as E.005.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.183
	6.2.1 UL-DCCH-Message
	The BCCH-DL-SCH-Message-BR is included here. Should it really be? Why not in the section for BCCH-DL-SCH-Message?
	1
	Correct if necessary.
Coordinator: See also E.231, Z.041, I.022
	Closed  (eMTC CR)

	6.2.2 Message definitions

	C.041
	6.2.2 MasterInformationBlock 
	The reference in the field description of schedulingInfoSIB1-BR is not sufficient, as highlighted yellow: 

schedulingInfoSIB1-BR
This field contains an index to a table that defines SystemInformationBlockType1-BR scheduling information. The table is specified in TS 36.213 [23].
	2
	The proposed changes are shown below:

schedulingInfoSIB1-BR
This field contains an index to a table that defines SystemInformationBlockType1-BR scheduling information. The table is specified in TS 36.213 [23, Table 7.1.6-1 and Table 7.1.7.2.7-1].
CR-editor (Ericsson): Needs to be updated in the running MTC CR.  Need to double-check reference.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.044
	6.2.2 SchedulingInfo-v13xy 
	Suffix –r13 is missing
	1
	Add missing suffix.
Coordinator: This IE is running CR related and hence not present in v1300. Marked as eMTC CR related issue.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  This comment proposes to change to r13?
IE has suffix r13 now. The name is now SchedulingInfo-BR-r13

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	E.304
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	More information needs to be captured in SchedulingInfo-v13xy based on the RAN1 agreement below:
“Scheduling parameters for SIBs other than SIB1bis: -TBS
Possible values are {152, 208, 256, 328, 408, 504, 600, 712, 808, 936}
i.e. valid TBS < 1000 bits when we use 6 PRBs from 36.213
– Subframe offset to indicate the starting subframe (relative to the start of the SI window)

Possible values are up to RAN2 
- Number of repetitions within SI window
Possible values are up to RAN2
- Time interval between repetitions
 Possible values are up to RAN2
	3
	Possible values that may be captured as the baseline:
· Subframe offset to indicate the starting subframe (relative to the start of the SI window) values {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9} 
· Number of repetitions within SI window values {1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128}
· Time interval between repetitions values {1, 10, 20, 40} ms
Samsung: See H.063
CR-editor (Ericsson): We plan to submit a contribution proposing the values above (and discuss this offline before meeting). In our understanding, values were discussin in RAN1 but no concensus reached .
	Open (eMTC CR)

	Z.051
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	Based on stage-2 agreements, the message SystemInformationBlockType1-BR should be an independent message and specific for LC and EC UEs. So there needs an independent definition for SystemInformationBlockType1-BR
	2
	SystemInformationBlockType1 message
-- ASN1START

SystemInformationBlockType1 ::=		SEQUENCE {
			……..
}

SystemInformationBlockType1-v1250-IEs ::=	SEQUENCE {
	cellAccessRelatedInfo-v1250					SEQUENCE {
		category0Allowed-r12						ENUMERATED {true}		OPTIONAL	-- Need OP
	},
	cellSelectionInfo-v1250					CellSelectionInfo-v1250		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond RSRQ2
	freqBandIndicatorPriority-r12			ENUMERATED {true}			OPTIONAL,	-- Cond mFBI
	nonCriticalExtension					SystemInformationBlockType1-v13xy-IEs	OPTIONAL
}

SystemInformationBlockType1-v13xy-IEs ::=	SEQUENCE {
	hyperSFN									BIT STRING (SIZE (10))	OPTIONAL,
	eDRXAllowed									ENUMERATED {true}		OPTIONAL,
cellAccessRelatedInfo-v13xy					SEQUENCE {
		cellBarred-v13xy							ENUMERATED {barred, notBarred},
		intraFreqReselection-v13xy					ENUMERATED {allowed, notAllowed},
		csg-Indication-v13xy						BOOLEAN,
		csg-Identity-v13xy							CSG-Identity			OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
	}																		OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
	cellSelectionInfoCE-r13						CellSelectionInfoCE-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need OP
	bandwithReducedAccessRelatedInfo-r13	SEQUENCE {
		si-WindowLength-v13xy					ENUMERATED {
													ms20, ms40, ms60, ms80, ms120, 
													ms160, ms200 },
		schedulingInfoList-v13xy				SchedulingInfoList-v13xy	OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
		fddDownlinkOrTddSubframeBitmapLC-r13	CHOICE {
			subframePattern10-r13					BIT STRING (SIZE(10)),
			subframePattern40-r13					BIT STRING (SIZE (40))
		},
		fddUplinkSubframeBitmapLC-r13			BIT STRING (SIZE (10)),
		startSymbolLC-r13						INTEGER (1..4),
		si-HoppingConfigCommon-r13				ENUMERATED {on,off},
		si-ValidityTime-r13						ENUMERATED {true}	OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
	}																OPTIONAL,	-- Cond BW-reduced
	nonCriticalExtension			SEQUENCE {}					OPTIONALSystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13 ::=	SystemInformationBlockType1
……….

SchedulingInfoList-v13xy ::= SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSI-Message)) OF SchedulingInfo-v13xy

SchedulingInfo-v13xy ::=	SEQUENCE {
	systemInfoSIValueTag		INTEGER (0..3)								OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
}
………
SIB-Type ::=						ENUMERATED {
										sibType3, sibType4, sibType5, sibType6,
										sibType7, sibType8, sibType9, sibType10,
										sibType11, sibType12-v920, sibType13-v920,
										sibType14-v1130, sibType15-v1130,
										sibType16-v1130, sibType17-v1250, sibType18-v1250,
										..., sibType19-v1250, sibType20-v13xy }

…….-- ASN1STOP

-- ASN1START

SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
hyperSFN			BIT STRING (SIZE (10))	OPTIONAL,
eDRXAllowed		ENUMERATED {true}		OPTIONAL,

cellAccessRelatedInfo-v13xy			SEQUENCE {
		cellBarred-v13xy	ENUMERATED {barred, notBarred},
		intraFreqReselection-v13xy					ENUMERATED {allowed, notAllowed},
		csg-Indication-v13xy		BOOLEAN,
		csg-Identity-v13xy			CSG-Identity			OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
	}				OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR

	cellSelectionInfoCE-r13						CellSelectionInfoCE-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need OP

p-Max		P-Max			OPTIONAL,	-- Need OP
	freqBandIndicator			FreqBandIndicator,
	schedulingInfoList			SchedulingInfoList,
	tdd-Config		TDD-Config		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond TDD
	systemInfoValueTag					INTEGER (0..31),

	bandwithReducedAccessRelatedInfo-r13	SEQUENCE {
		si-WindowLength-v13xy			ENUMERATED {
			ms20, ms40, ms60, ms80, ms120, ms160, ms200 },
		schedulingInfoList-v13xy				SchedulingInfoList-v13xy	OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
		fddDownlinkOrTddSubframeBitmapLC-r13	CHOICE {
			subframePattern10-r13					BIT STRING (SIZE(10)),
			subframePattern40-r13					BIT STRING (SIZE (40))
		},
		fddUplinkSubframeBitmapLC-r13			BIT STRING (SIZE (10)),
		startSymbolLC-r13						INTEGER (1..4),
		si-HoppingConfigCommon-r13				ENUMERATED {on,off},
		si-ValidityTime-r13						ENUMERATED {true}	OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
	}

multiBandInfoList					MultiBandInfoList		OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR

freqBandIndicator-v9e0				FreqBandIndicator-v9e0		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond FBI-max
multiBandInfoList-v9e0				MultiBandInfoList-v9e0		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond mFBI-max

freqBandInfo-r10					NS-PmaxList-r10				OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
multiBandInfoList-v10j0				MultiBandInfoList-v10j0		OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR

ims-EmergencySupport-r9				ENUMERATED {true}			OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
cellSelectionInfo-v920				CellSelectionInfo-v920		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond RSRQ

tdd-Config-v1130				TDD-Config-v1130			OPTIONAL,	-- Cond TDD-OR
cellSelectionInfo-v1130			CellSelectionInfo-v1130		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond WB-RSRQ

cellAccessRelatedInfo-v1250					SEQUENCE {
		category0Allowed-r12						ENUMERATED {true}		OPTIONAL	-- Need OP
	},
	cellSelectionInfo-v1250					CellSelectionInfo-v1250		OPTIONAL,	-- Cond RSRQ2
	freqBandIndicatorPriority-r12			ENUMERATED {true}			OPTIONAL,	-- Cond mFBI

nonCriticalExtension			SEQUENCE {}					OPTIONAL
}
-- ASN1STOP

Samsung: Having an independent message does not require definition of a new IE
CR-editor (Ericsson): This is related to N.049.  The topic was discussed again in Stage-3 and concluding to use existing messate. No need to discuss except if companies bring contribution.

CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.046 and agreements from ASN.1 review meeting.
	Open (eMTC CR)->Closed

	H.063
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 

	SystemInformationBlockType1
Comments: RAN1#83 agreement:
• Scheduling information for an SI is given by –
– Narrowband index
• All the 6 PRBs in the narrowband are used 
– MCS
• QPSK is always used
• TBS
– Possible values are {152, 208, 256, 328, 408, 504, 600, 712, 808, 936}
– Subframe offset to indicate the starting subframe (relative to the start of the SI window)
• Possible values are up to RAN2 
– Number of repetitions within SI window
• Possible values are up to RAN2 
– Time interval between repetitions
• Possible values are up to RAN2
	4
	In scheduleInfo IE:
New parameters should be defined to indicate the TBS, the subframes within the SI window for each SI message, number of repetitions within SI window.
Samsung: We think further discussion is required at RAN2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): Duplicate, See E.304.
	Open (eMTC CR) -> Closed

	H.064
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	It is agreed in RAN2 for cell selection: 
 To support S-criteria for EC, define new minimum required levels, QrxlevminCE and QqualminCE.
Srxlev = Qrxlevmeas – (QrxlevminCE + Qrxlevminoffset) – Pcompensation - Qoffsettemp
Squal = Qqualmeas – (QqualminCE + Qqualminoffset) - Qoffsettemp
	2
	New parameters QrxlevminCE and QqualminCE need to be defined in SIB1bis for cell selection.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Parameters are included in cellSelectionInfoCE so for us it is unclear what is missing.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	C.045
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	startSymbolLC 
Indicates the OFDM starting symbol for any EPDCCH and PDSCH scheduled by EPDCCH on the same cell, see TS 36.211 [23]. Values 1, 2, and 3 are applicable for dl-Bandwidth greater than 10 resource blocks. Values 2, 3, and 4 are applicable otherwise. E-UTRAN does not configure the field for UEs configured with tm10.

1. EPDCCH or MPDCCH has not been decided in RAN1. but can be revisited.
2. PSDCH should also include SPS resource
3 This is cell specific parameter, not UE specific. should be more accurate.
	3
	EPDCCH or MPDCCH has not been decided in RAN1 but can be revisited.

startSymbolLC 
Indicates the OFDM starting symbol for any EPDCCH and PDSCH other than the one carrying SIB1 bis scheduled by EPDCCH on the same cell, see TS 36.211 [23]. Values 1, 2, and 3 are applicable for dl-Bandwidth greater than 10 resource blocks. Values 2, 3, and 4 are applicable otherwise. E-UTRAN does not configure the field for UEs configured with tm10.
CR-editor (Ericsson): The comment is not fully clear for us, needs further discussion

CR-editor (Ericsson) V2: We have deleted the last part of the sentence as it should not be there for broadcasted info.

We also update the text to cover alll PDSCH transmissions expect SIB1-BR.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	C.044
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	SystemInformationBlockType1-v13xy-IEs is non-critical extention, the existing IEs do not need to be copied.
	2
	only new IEs should be added in the SystemInformationBlockType1-v13xy-IEs
Samsung: Unclear which fields are proposed to be removed
CR-editor (Ericsson): See I.023, maybe this solves the question.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	N.048
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	Si-ValidityTime missing field description
	1
	Should there be some sort of field description? See earlier comment JK.06 about usage. Once that is solved field descripotion is easy to do. 
Samsung: Procedural text needs updating (only talks about 3hrs so far), in which case field description does not seem needed
Qualcomm: Agree to Samsung’s comment above. Can add the following text in section 5.2.1.3.:
Unless specified otherwise, bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage consider stored system information to be invalid, from the moment it was successfully confirmed as valid, after 24 hours or, if indicated in SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, after 3 hours.
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
CR-editor (Ericsson): This should be clear in the procedures.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	I.024
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	We prefer use the name si-ValueTag instead of systemInfoSIValueTag to avoid ambiguity with existing systemInfoValueTag.
SchedulingInfo-v13xy ::=	SEQUENCE {
	systemInfoSIValueTag		INTEGER (0..3)								OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
}
	1
	Change systemInfoSIValueTag to si-ValueTag.
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.050.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Modified to systemInfoValueTag-SI as discussed with Intel offline.
	Open (eMTC CR) -> Closed

	E.186
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	fddUplinkSubframeBitmapLC,
fddDownlinkOrTddSubframeBitmapLC, and
systemInfoSIValueTag do not follow the naming convention
	1
	Change to:
fdd-UplinkSubframeBitmapLC,
fdd-DownlinkOrTddSubframeBitmapLC, and
systemInfoSI-ValueTag
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed


	N.049
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	General – Is there reason why we don’t define compeltely new SIB1 to avoid critical extension etc?
	4
	Define new SIB1 without critical extensions. This would also solve many issues about SI reception of duplicate SIB with different contents
Samsung: Regardless of re-use or new IE, there will be two copies of SIB1 so not sure what issues would be solved. Whether to use new IE is mainly about whether there is a real big signalling gain related to merging of extensions, and possibly due to omitting fields that can really be excluded. However, it would also impliy there is another branch to maintain which we generally try to avoid. 
Nokia Networks: Fine to discuss this in RAN2#93.
CR-editor (Ericsson): This was discussed in the RAN2 meeting and then companies proposed to re-use SIB1:. E.g. this was agreed in Beijing
· Use SIB1 structure for SIB1bis.
We would propose to stick to current format and if companies want to change that, they can bring contribution to show benefit.
In our understanding, for codinf there are 3 alternatives
· Non-critial extension of the old format (as in current version)
· Critical extension but reuse old SIB1 
· new SIB message
Then on top, new logical channel (either with new SIB or reuse old) similar to single-cell PTM could be introduced (see E.231). 


See N.046 for agreement.

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	N.046
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	cellBarred-v13xy							
intraFreqReselection-v13xy	ENUMERATED {allowed, notAllowed},
	csg-Indication-v13xy					
	csg-Identity-v13xy
	si-WindowsLenght-v13xy
Should BR IEs replace legacy values? Maybe –r13 would be correct
	2
	Consider changing –v13xy to –r13 for these fields
Samsung: We first need to conclude whether duplication is really needed, see e.g. I.023
Chair:
=> Only one defintion of SIB1 and new parameters specific for LC/EC MTC UEs will be included as non critical extensions.
=> New parameters specific for LC/EC MTC UEs should not be included in the legacy instance of SIB1.
=> Can be closed when included in the MTC CR.

CR-editor (Ericsson): The following note added for fields related to BL UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage:
NOTE 3: E-UTRAN configures this field only in the BR version of SIB1 message.


	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	N.051
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	Legacy systemInfoValueTag description needs update that now it is possble to indicate subset of SI has changed.
	2
	Add sentence at end of field description “For indicating change in subset of sytem information E-UTRAN may use systemInfoSI-ValueTag”
CR-editor (Ericsson): not sure if this is really needed, intercation of these two value tags is clear from procedures, no need to duplicate.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	E.240
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 message 
	dl-Bandwidth  should be in Italics
	1
	Change the style to Italics.
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	S.047
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1bis, FDDUplinkSubframeBitmapLC 
	The fields is included in SIB2 also i.e. no need for duplication
	3
	Optimal location may depend on importance for measurments. Probably needs to be discussed during R2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): We removed value from SIB2 so far.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	S.044
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1bis, schedulingInfoList-v13xy 
	Details of scheduling information are missing
	3
	Seems out of scope of ASN.1 review i.e. needs further discussion during R2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): Covered by E.304
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	N.042
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1-v13xy 
	The intention to have this as a SIB1bis is not properly captured: Now all the Rel-13 UEs could receive these IEs. It is also not clear what will legacy UEs do if they receive these fields? Now they are all included as NCEs to the original fields, but there is repetition for the normal UEs. For example, what will normal Rel-13 UE do if it receives indication that a cell is both barred (for normal UEs) and not barred (for MTC UEs)?
Wasn’t it intention that these would be defined within a SIB1bis and not just appended to the SIB1?
	3
	Needs discussion why these fields are needed in the first place – they are not taken into account in any of the procedural fields, either. At least the field descriptions should indicate why the non-critical extensions are there. It’s also not clear whether this is needed in both legacy part and SIB1bis.
Samsung: Even though we re-use the IE, there is still a separate message i.e. scheduled independantly that would not be read by legacy UEs. See remark for I.023
CR-editor (Ericsson): As discussed, new SIBbis is a new instance of SIB1. In procedures it can be made clear which UEs should acquire this. Should we make also more clear that extensions cannot be used for in context of regular SIB1?

CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.046 for agreements.

	Open (eMTC CR)
>Closed

	N.038
	6.2.2 SystemInformation-BR 
	Why is the SystemInformation-BR even needed since it is not extendible and just refers to existing type?
	2
	Remove the field and reuse existing IE or define extensibility.
CR-editor (Ericsson): As discussed above, the SIB1-BR is another physcial instance of SIB1. And SIB-BR can be extended (there is non-critical extension).


CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.046 for agreements.

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	I.027
	6.2.2 UECapabilityInformation
	The field description ue-RadioPagingInfo´should be updated to cover new UE category “M1” and coverage enhancements.

ue-RadioPagingInfo
This field contains information used for paging of category 0 UEs.
	4
	Update the field description ue-RadioPagingInfo´ to cover new UE category “M1” and coverage enhancements.should be treated together with  I.049, I.057 and discussed in RAN2#93.

CR-editor (Ericsson): This is updated now in the running CR.
	Open (eMTC  CR)
TDoc Intel RAN2#93 
-> Closed

	N.045
	6.2.2 SchedulingInfo-v13xy 
	Should the field be extendible?
	3
	Discuss whether extensions are needed for this.
Samsung: By default the IE defining an entry of a list should be extensible, but for cases that are size critical or for which extension is unlikely we may deviate. So for this case probably better not have extension marker
CR-editor (Ericsson): Lets leave it to be not extensible as Samsung suggests.
Chair:
=> Do not make the field extendable 
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.040
	6.2.2 MasterInformationBlock, schedulingInfoSIB1-BR 
	Name/ procedural specification (5.2.1.2) suggests that SIB1-BR is always scheduled
	2
	Clarify in field description/ procedural text that value 0 reflects that SIB1-BR is not scheduled
CR-editor (Ericsson): Clarification added.

	Closed (eMTC CR)

	I.023
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	We are not sure why cellAccessRelatedInfo-v13xy needs to be duplicated for LC/EC UEs. We think that the legacy parameter can be used.

cellAccessRelatedInfo-v13xy				SEQUENCE {
		cellBarred-v13xy				ENUMERATED {barred, notBarred},
		intraFreqReselection-v13xy		ENUMERATED {allowed, notAllowed},
		csg-Indication-v13xy			BOOLEAN,
		csg-Identity-v13xy				CSG-Identity			OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
}
	2
	Discuss whether cellAccessRelatedInfo-v13xy needs to be duplicated for LC/EC UEs or the legacy parameters can be used instead.
Samsung: Agree we need to discuss further, also about when an additional parameters is needed. E.g. whether we assume that only BR UEs acquire SIB1-BR and SI-BR messages, and if so whether then there is a need for duplicates for the fields for which EUTRAN should have the possibility to signal a different value for NB? 
CR-editor (Ericsson): The following agreement was done in Fukuoka and thus we considered that values are different for BR-LC and EC UEs:
The following fields may be provided differently to LC and EC, i.e. option Bd: cellAccessRelatedInfo.
However, looking at more agreements, and also email discussion document R2-152161, seems that this agreement is conflicting with other agreements, e.g., the following:’

The following fields will be provided in new SIB instances and shall have the same value as the corresponding fields provided in legacy SIBs, i.e. option B1: trackingAreaCode, cellIdentity, intraFreqReselection, p-Max, freqBandIndicator, tdd-Config, ims-EmergencySupport-r9, freqInfo and mbsfn-SubframeConfigList, cellBarred and plmn-IdentityList.

Only open issue is csg parameters, but based on  email discussion, seems nobody has suggested that those are different.
· remove all duplicates from cellACceRelatedINfo
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.185
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	One spare is missing in the following (it is now 7 values and hence a spare should be added?

si-WindowLength-v13xy					ENUMERATED {
													ms20, ms40, ms60, ms80, ms120, ms160, ms200 }
	2
	Add a spare value?
Samsung: Would be good to agree a general principle for broadcast and dedicated signalling, see N.004
CR-editor (Ericsson): According to Ericsson view, spare could be added. This can be changed if conclusion of N-004 is different.  
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.047
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1
	fdd-UplinkSubframeBitmapLC
	1
	“-“ missing in the field name. Change it (NOTE: used in several other messages => use the IE “FDD-UplinkSubframeBitmapLC-r13”
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected (both missing bar and use of IE instead of bitmap).
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.052
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1
	Description of the field is quite vague. 
	2
	Clarify e.g. with following “Common for all SIBs within the SI message other than MIB, SIB1, SIB10, SIB11, SIB12 and SIB14.” In order to be aligned with legacy descriptions
CR-editor (Ericsson): Unclear to which field the comment refers to. But anyhow, for systemInfoSIValueTag, reference added for clarification and text proposal by Nokia.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	D.017
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	The field description si-ValidityTime is missing. Furtherore, DCM is wondering if the need code should be OP since the relevant agreement was “Rel-13 LC/EC SI validity time is indicated in SIB1bis. Default value 24 hours but can be configured to be 3 hours.”.
	2
	The field description could be added as follows together with modifing the need code to OP.
si-ValidityTime
Indicates the validity time of system information. If set to true, the validity timer is 3 hours. Otherwise, it is 24 hours.
Samsung: See our remark to N.48
CATT: should be “OR” instead of  “OP”?
Qualcomm: See our comment on N.048.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  Changed to OP as this is referred in procedures.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.333
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	si-WindowLength-v13xy is rather new content than an extension. Therefore it should have –r13 suffix and the identifier name should indicate the new usage.
	2
	Change the suffix form –v13xy to –r13 and add BR to the identifier.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.334
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	schedulingInfoListis rather new content than an extension. Therefore it should have –r13 suffix and the identifier name should indicate the new usage.
	2
	Change the suffix form –v13xy to –r13 and add BR to the identifier
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.335
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1
	Note 2 in SIB1 should also apply to plmn-IdentityList and cellIdentity. These fields should not have different values for LC and CE UEs.
	2
	Add Note 2 to plmn-IdentityList and cellIdentity field descriptions.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	Q.010
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	SchedulingInfoList-v13xy: the mapping of the entries to the ones in the legacy list, SchedulingInfoList, should be defined.
	1
	Add the following field description (as done in similar cases today).
SchedulingInfoList-v13xy
“It includes the same number of entries, and listed in the same order, as in SchedulingInfoList (without suffix).
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Field description added
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.050
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	systemInfoSI-ValueTag	 
	1
	Add “-“ to the name
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  OK to change to “systemInfoSI-ValueTag”.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  Now changed to systemInfovalueTag-SI as discussed in ASN.1 review offline.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.238
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	systemInfoSIValueTag field is missing release suffix
	1
	Add –r13 suffix to systemInfoSIValueTag field
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
CR-editor (Ericsson): updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.306
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	Typo in the field description for si-HoppingConfigCommon
Frequency hopping activation/deactivation for bandwidth reduced versions of SI messages and M-PDCCH of paging.
	1
	It should be:
si-HoppingConfigCommon
Frequency hopping activation/deactivation for bandwidth reduced versions of SI messages and MPDCCH of paging.
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR. 
CR-editor (Ericsson): Seems that actually MPDCCH was recommended by RAN1.-> issue can be closed
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.307
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1 
	The highlighted text should be replaced with “or”:
si-WindowLength
Common SI scheduling window for all SIs. Unit in milliseconds, where ms1 denotes 1 millisecond, ms2 denotes 2 milliseconds and so on. In case si-WindowLength-v13xy is present and the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage, the UE shall use si-WindowLength-v13xy and ignore the original field si-WindowLength (without suffix). Other UEs than bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage shall ignore the extension field si-WindowLength-v13xy.
	1
	It should be :
si-WindowLength
Common SI scheduling window for all SIs. Unit in milliseconds, where ms1 denotes 1 millisecond, ms2 denotes 2 milliseconds and so on. In case si-WindowLength-v13xy is present and the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage, the UE shall use si-WindowLength-v13xy and ignore the original field si-WindowLength (without suffix). Other UEs than bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs andor UEs in enhanced coverage shall ignore the extension field si-WindowLength-v13xy.
Coordinator: Marked as eMTC CR related issue. To be corrected in the running CR.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.332
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1, 
	Since cellAccessRelatedInfo-v13xy is new REL-13 content the suffix should be changed from –v13xy to –r13. It would also be useful to indicate with identifier names that this field is related to BR access. The sub-fields could also have names that indicate BR access they could be moved to a separate –r13 IE.
	2
	Change the suffices to –r13, add BR in the identifiers and move the sub-fields to a separate IE, i.e. remove the following
cellAccessRelatedInfo-r13v13xy CellAccessRelatedInfo-r13 SEQUENCE {
	cellBarred-v13xy		ENUMERATED {barred, notBarred},
	intraFreqReselection-v13xy	ENUMERATED {allowed, notAllowed},
	csg-Indication-v13xy	BOOLEAN,
	csg-Identity-v13xy		CSG-Identity	 OPTIONAL  -- Need OR
 	}	OPTIONAL,  -- Need OR
and add
CellAccessRelatedInfo-r13 ::= SEQUENCE {
	cellBarred-BR-r13	ENUMERATED {barred, notBarred},
	intraFreqReselection-BR-r13	ENUMERATED {allowed, notAllowed},
	csg-Indication-v13xy	BOOLEAN,
	sg-Identity-v13xy		CSG-Identity	OPTIONAL -- Need OR
}
The BR versions could reuse the existing field descriptions which means that it should be enough to add the identifier names in the nonBR field descirptions.
Samsung: We first need to conclude whether duplication is really needed, see e.g. I.023
CR-editor (Ericsson): See I.023. This issue can be closed.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.048
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1bis, note 2 
	It is not clear what instances really means.
	2
	Clarify that the value in the regular SIB is the same as in the seperately transmitted BR specific version of the concerned SIB
CR-editor (Ericsson): Seems to be duplicate with E.304.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.046
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1bis, si-ValityTime 
	It is not clear what presence absence means.
	2
	Legacy procedural text states validity time is 3 hours, so best to extend to clarify that presence means 24hrs
CR-editor (Ericsson): We propose to stick to the agreements where default is 24 hours. See updates on procedures.


	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.045
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1bis, systemInfoSIValueTag 
	We understood that it will either be provided for none of the SI messages or for all i.e. no optionality per SI message
Furthermore, ‘-‘ and suffix –r13 are missing
	3
	Remove optional
Change to systemInfoSI-ValueTag-r13
CR-editor (Ericsson): We tend to agree that  value tags for all SI messsages should be provided when SI specific value tag is used.

	Closed (eMTC CR)

	S.043
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1, CSG
	Why are there duplicates of the CSG fields. We assume the values are same for NB
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed during R2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): See I.023. This issue can be closed.
	Closed (ASN.1)

	N.043
	6.2.2 SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13 
	Why is this IE needed since it just refers to existing IE?
	3
	If the intention is that only the –v13xy version would be referred to here, it should be corrected. This doesn’t seem to make any sense now.
CR-editor (Ericsson): See earlier discussion on this. So the intention is that SystemInformationBlockType1-BR-r13 is another instance of SIB1, with separate schedule etc. It re-uses the current SIB coding even physically it is separate. And new name is given so that in procedures it is possile separate these two instances.
	Closed  (eMTC CR)

	6.3.1 System information blocks

	C.046
	6.3.1 SystemInformationBlockType3
	add field description to the new IE “cellSelectionInfoCE-r13” and “t-ReselectionEUTRA-EC-r13”
	2
	add field description for these two IEs
cellSelectionInfoCE-r13
Parameters included in enhancement coverage S criteria. They may be used by the UE to select/reselect a cell in which it works in enhancement coverage mode on the concerned non serving frequency. If absent, the UE acquires the information from the target cell on the concerned frequency.

t-ReselectionEUTRA-EC-r13
Indicates the cell reselection timer value for E-UTRAN UE in enhancement coverage among same priority cell. Parameter: TreselectionEUTRA EC in TS 36.304[4].

CR-editor (Ericsson): There are already descriptions for the IE definitions. No separate field descirptions are needed. Unnessary field description removed in SIB3.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	S.055
	6.3.1 SystemInformationBlockType5, InterFreqCarrierFreqInfo-v13xy
	Normally we provide information by which the UE can determine that it need not measure a particular frequency. According to this principle we should indicate whether LC is supported i.e. one bit for the frequency
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed during R2#93
	Open (eMTC CR)

	6.3.2 Radio resource control information elements

	I.042
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-Config
	MPDCCH config is added in EPDCCH-Config-v13xy, but we prefer to separate MPDCCH from EPDCCH config since there is a separate section in RAN1 spec and none of the epdcch configuration is being reused.
	2
	RAN 1 has specific section for MPDCCH. It seems logical to also have a new IE for MPDCCH.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Either option could work. It should be noted that some MPDCCH parameters re-use EPDCCH parameters so then it is somewhat logical to have all parameters in EPDCCH.

	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.093
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-COnfig fleid descriptions
	Mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingCOnfig field description contains “/” 
	2
	To confirm the interpretation of the “/” is correct. Would it apply “or” or “and”? Separate or joint configuration?

CR-editor (Ericsson): In our understanding it should be “and”.

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.094
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-Config:: EPDCCH-Config-v13xy
	The upper level field name could be (e.g.) mpdcch-Config-r13 instead of just config-r13 to avoid repetition in every field prefix inside the setup-branch.
	1
	Move the prefix to upper level field and remove it from the contained fields. Proposal shown below:
EPDCCH-Config-v13xy ::=		SEQUENCE {
	mpdcch-Cconfig-r13						CHOICE {
		release							NULL,
		setup							SEQUENCE {
			mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig-r13	ENUMERATED {on, off},
			mpdcch-startSF-UESS-r13			BIT STRING (SIZE (3)),
			mpdcch-numRepetition-RA-r13		ENUMERATED {r1, r2, r4, r8, r16, 
													 r32, r64, r128, r256},
			mpdcch-narrowband-r13			INTEGER (0..15)
		}
	}																		OPTIONAL	-- Need ON
}
Coordinator: Adding mpdcch prefix to upper level field seems fine but removing them from the contained fields means that these parameters are then named differently in RAN1 and RAN2 specifications.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Top level mpdcch added.

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	N.095
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-Config::mpdcch-StartSF-UESS
	UESS = UE-specific search space  Should be USS instead?
	1
	Change to USS (which is the acronym used in RAN1)
CR-editor (Ericsson): Clearer to not have acronym at all
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	S.057
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-SetConfig, numberPRB-Pairs-v13xy
	Optional with need ON is missing
	2
	Add
CR-editor (Ericsson): Same as E.253
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	I.043
	6.3.2 MAC-MainConfig
	Some of the field description needs to be updated to reflect the inclusion of the DRX-Config-v13xy. Furthermore, in ASN.1 the field name onDuration-r13 should be corrected to onDurationTimer-r13.
	1
	Update the field description to indicate when DRX-Config-v13xy will be used on top of the legacy DRX-Config.
Intel: Below is our proposal for updating the field descriptions.

drx-Config
Used to configure DRX as specified in TS 36.321 [6]. E-UTRAN configures the values in DRX-Config-v1130 only if the UE indicates support for IDC indication. E-UTRAN configures drx-Config-v1130 and/or drx-Config-v13xy only if drx-Config (without suffix) is configured.

drx-RetransmissionTimer
Timer for DRX in TS 36.321 [6]. Value in number of PDCCH sub-frames. Value psf1 corresponds to 1 PDCCH sub-frame, psf2 corresponds to 2 PDCCH sub-frames and so on. In case drx-RetransmissionTimer-v1130 or drx-RetransmissionTimer-r13 is signalled, the UE shall ignore drx-RetransmissionTimer (i.e. without suffix).

onDurationTimer
Timer for DRX in TS 36.321 [6]. Value in number of PDCCH sub-frames. Value psf1 corresponds to 1 PDCCH sub-frame, psf2 corresponds to 2 PDCCH sub-frames and so on. In case onDurationTimer-r13 is signalled, the UE shall ignore onDurationTimer (i.e. without suffix).

Furthermore, in ASN.1 the field name onDuration-r13 should be corrected to onDurationTimer-r13.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected

	Open
(eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	S.058
	6.3.2 mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingOffset and pusch-HoppingOffset-v13xy
	Similar parameters for PDSCH and PUSCH should be named and placed consistently
	2
	CR?
CR-editor (Ericsson): Names are in RAN1 Excel so maybe better to keep as such but we are open for more concrete proposals.


	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.110 
	6.3.2 PDSCH-Config:: PDSCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
	Why is the DEFAULT used? We could rather use just normal Need OP or ON instead. Also, how are these fields released? And can both mode A and B be configured simultaneously for the same UE – if not, it would be better to have CHOICE here. 
	2
	Discuss whether we use DEFAULTs here and whether CHOICE is needed – based on PhysicalConfigDedicated, the use of mode A and mode B is based on choice, so there might be no need to configure both at the same time.
Intel: The use of DEFAULT looks ok as it is aligned with the parameter spreadsheet that RAN1 sent us per LS.
CR-editor (Ericsson): See E.257.
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	D.026
	6.3.2 PhysicalConfigDedicated
	Suffix –r13 problems:
pucch-ConfigDedicated-r13
pusch-ConfigDedicated-r13
epddch-Config-r13
	1
	These field do not replace the previous version of the same field, therefore should be “-v13xy”
Ericsson: Agree.
CR-editor (Ericsson): seems not to be originating from  eMTC CR?
Coordinator: pucch-ConfigDedicated-r13 and pusch-ConfigDedicated-r13 are corrected in R2-160006. epddch-Config-r13 is eMTC extension and hence needs to be addressed eMTC CR.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected


	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	E.317
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config
	The following should be updated:
PRACH-ConfigInfo-v13xy ::=			SEQUENCE {
	maxNumPreambleAttemptCE				ENUMERATED {n3, n4, n5, n6, n7, n8, n10}
}

Note that maxNumPreambleAttemptCE is already provided in PRACH-ParametersCE-r13.
	2
	It should be:
PRACH-ConfigInfo-v13xy ::=				SEQUENCE {
	maxNumPreambleAttemptCE				ENUMERATED {n3, n4, n5, n6, n7, n8, n10}
	prach-ConfigIndex					INTEGER (0..63),
	highSpeedFlag						BOOLEAN,
	zeroCorrelationZoneConfig			INTEGER (0..15),
	prach-FreqOffset					INTEGER (0..94)
}

CR-editor (Ericsson): Repetition removed.

	Open (eMTC CR)->Closed

	E.337
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config
	In legacy PRACH-ConfigSIB and PRACH-Config IEs are used to specify the PRACH configuration in the system information and in the mobility control information, respectively.
	2
	PRACH-Config IEs for Rel-13 LC7CE UEs should also be introduced to specify the PRACh configuration in the system information and in the mobility control information.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected in the CR (PRACH-ConfigSIB referred in RadioResourceConfigCommonSIB).
	Open (eMTC CR)
-Closed

	E.319
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config 
	The following text should be updated:
numRepetitionPerPreambleAttempt
Number of PRACH repetitions per attempt for each coverage level, See TS 36.211 [22].”
	1
	It should be:
numRepetitionPerPreambleAttempt
Number of PRACH repetitions per attempt for each enhanced coverage level, See TS 36.211 [22].”


CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected

	Open (eMTC CR)
.>Closed

	E.320
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config 
	The highlighted text should be updated:
“rsrp-ThresholdsPrachInfoList
The criterion for UE to select PRACH resource set. Up to 3 RSRP threshold values are signalled to determine the CE level for PRACH. See TS 36.213 [23].”
	1
	It should be :
“rsrp-ThresholdsPrachInfoList
The criterion for UE to select PRACH resource set. Up to 3 RSRP threshold values are signalled to determine the enhanced coverageCE level for PRACH. See TS 36.213 [23].”

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	Q.017
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config - PRACH-ParametersListCE-r13
	The current MAC CR states the UE uses the parameters corresponding to the selected coverage level (C, D, E, F). It should be clarified, e.g. the first entry in the list corresponds to coverage level C and so on.
	2
	To discuss if the correction should be done in MAC or in RRC
Samsung: As this concerns a signalling issue RRC seems appropriate

CR-editor (Ericsson): Agree that this needs to be clarified once MAC CR is stable.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.127
	6.3.2 PRACHConfig:: maxNumPreambleAttemptCE, ::maxNumPreambleAttemptCE-r13
	Do we need to define spare values for these IEs? 
See also N.004.
	1
	See N.004 for discussion.

CR-editor (Ericsson): It was agreed to consider these case by case, here does not seem to be justified. 
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.126
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config:: PRACH-ConfigSIB-v13xy
	This IE is never used anywhere
	2
	Where should this IE be used?

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	N.131
	6.3.2 PUCCH-Config - PUCCH-ConfigDedicated-v13xy
	It is not possible to release codebooksizeDetermination-r13, maximumPayloadCoderate-r13 and pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13.
	2
	Make it possible to release these.
See also N.116 and N.124.
Ericsson: OK
DCM: Agree.
Coordinator: This is not class 1. It needs some discussion because there are several different possible solutions. Changed from class 1 to class 2.
Chair:
=> Make all the fields Need OR
=> Can be closed when included in the general CR (first 2) and MTC CR (last one)


CR-editor (Ericsson):  It is possible to release pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13 in the running MTC CR. There is a release & setup choice structure.
	Open (ASN.1)
(eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.128
	6.3.2 PUCCH-Config:: pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13
	Do we need to have both modeA and modeB present at the same time? And do both have to be mandatory?
See also N.110.
	2
	This should be OPTIONAL present – Need OR? Do we need to be able to remove mode from cell or done via release/add?
Discuss if we use CHOICE or retain the current IE definition.

CR-editor (Ericsson): For the connected mode UE it is either or. Then mode is related to other configurations. Actual mode in dedicated can be released in the current structure.Changed from SEQUENCE to CHOICE. 
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	E.261
	6.3.2 PUSCH-Config
	Optional pusch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeA-r13 and pusch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeB-r13 fields are defined with default values. Broadcasted parameters are generally releaesd when absent and therefore it is queastionable what these default values really mean. According to RAN1, the defaults values where only introduced as a possible way to optimize signaling.
	2
	Remove the keywords DEFAULT and replace them by using keyword OPTIONAL with Need code OR.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated. Also made pusch-HoppingOffset-v13xy optional Need OR.
	Open (eMTC CR)
> Closed

	N.129
	6.3.2 PUSCH-Config:: PUSCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
	Are both modeA and modeB parameters needed at the same time, given that the choice of modeA and modeB is mutually exclusive elsewhere in configuration (see N.110).
Also, it seems RAN1 has only define 2 bits for the DCI which indicates repetitions, so is it really possible to have 8 values for mode B?
Also, see N.004for spare handling 
	3
	See N.110 – requires also general discussion concerning the RAN1 aspects. 2-bit DCI cannot indicate 8 values!
Chair:
=> For common case both mode A and B information is required,
=> For dedicated case in mobility control info then more discussion is required in RAN2#93.For dedicated non mobility case then only 1 is required.


	Open 
(eMTC CR)

	S.062
	6.3.2 PUSCH-ConfigDedicated
	Some parameter values/ ranges are different from the values in the RAN1 LS
TBD: provide details
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed/ confirmed during R2#93


	Open  (eMTC CR)

	S.063
	6.3.2 RACH-ConfigCommon
	TBC: Parameter indicatted by RAN1 is missing i.e. indicating the max number of PDCCH repetitions for random access
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed/ confirmed during R2#93


	Open (eMTC CR)

	E.194
	6.3.2 RACH-ConfigCommon
	Preamble numbers are from 1 to 64 but the preamles are from 0 to 63.
	1
	Do the following change (needed in several places):

		firstPreambleGroupC				INTEGER(0..63),
Coordinator: The following correction is proposed

		firstPreambleGroupC				INTEGER(0..631..64),

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.
	Open (eMTC CR) ->Closed

	E.321
	6.3.2 RACH-ConfigCommon
	Additional tab is required fo rthe following:
ra-ResponseWindowSizeList-r13	___	RA-ResponseWindowSizeList-v13xy	OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
	1
	CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	E.322
	6.3.2 RACH-ConfigCommon
	The highlighted text should be updated:
preambleMappingInfoList
Provides the mapping of premables to groups for each coverage enhancement level, as specified in TS 36.321 [6].
	1
	It should be:
“preambleMappingInfoList
Provides the mapping of premables to groups for each enhancementenhanced coverage level, as specified in TS 36.321 [6].”

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.

	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	Q.016
	6.3.2 RACH-ConfigCommon  - RA-ResponseWindowSizeList and MAC-ContentionResolutionTimerList
	The current MAC CR states the UE uses the parameters corresponding to the selected coverage level (C, D, E, F). It should be clarified, e.g. the first entry in the list corresponds to coverage level C and so on.
	2
	To discuss if the correction should be done in MAC or in RRC

CR-editor (Ericsson): Double, See Q.017.
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	E.263
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon
	FreqHoppingParameters have a mix of optional and mandatory present fields. If frequency hopping is used then all parameters need to be sent and thereforeit is not useful to define optionality bits for some of the parameters. 
	2
	Remove optionality bit from mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingNB-r13, rar-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13, prach-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13 and prach-HoppingOffset-r13

CR-editor (Ericsson):  A bit unclear if some of the parameters can be changed at the time
Meanwhile, Samsung proposed to distribute the parameters to corresponding places.



	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	Z.073
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon
	Make clarification
	2
	modificationPeriodCoeff
Actual modification period, expressed in number of radio frames= modificationPeriodCoeff * defaultPagingCycle. n2 corresponds to value 2, n4 corresponds to value 4, n8 corresponds to value 8, n16 corresponds to value 16 and n64 correponds to value 64. In case modificationPeriodCoeff-v13xy is present and the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage, the UE shall use modificationPeriodCoeff-v13xy and ignore the original field modificationPeriodCoeff (without suffix). Other UEs than bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage shall ignore the extension field modificationPeriodCoeff-v13xy.

CR-editor (Ericsson): eNB never sends this extension in SIB1. “Normal” UEs never receive it. What is the problem? Could be clarified as a E-UTRAN restriction, e.g. E-UTRAN does not send modicationPeriodCoeff-v13xy extension in SIB1.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	Q.015
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon
	Many need OR fields were added. We should discuss if it makes sense to force the target eNB to include those fields at handover, even when those configurations are unchanged.
	2
	To discuss
Coordinator: A discussion paper would probably help the discussion.
Samsung: Agree that upon HO delta signalling is the baseline. Comment seems to concern eMTC fields
Chair:
=> To be revisited again in RAN2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): Need ORs changed to ON.
	Open (ASN.1) (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	Q.019
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon - prach-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13
	The field description mentions “first / second” coverage enhancement level is not defined elsewhere in RRC.
	2
	To discuss if the coverage level selection should be defined in RRC and coverage level (C, D, E, F) should be generally used in RRC.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Our understanding is that the RRC does not make selection of CE level, it is done in MAC and idle mode procedures. However, in RRC it can be clarified that which parameters belong to which level. See updated CR.
 
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	Q.014
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon – RadioResourceConfigCommon
	The following fields always include both mode A and mode B configurations. This is redundandant since the mode A OR mode B is selected by ce-Mode-r13 in PhysicalConfigDedicated. RAN1 indicated those parameters are cell specific, which however does not necessarily mean configurations for both modes have to be signalled in “common” configuration
· PDSCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
· PUSCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
· FreqHoppingParameters-r13
	2
	Use CHOICE so that either mode A configuration or mode B configuration is signalled.
or
Move configurations related to mode A and mode B to “dedicated” configuration.
In either option above, ce-Mode-r13 is not necessary.

CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.129.
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	Q.013
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon - RadioResourceConfigCommonSIB
	The mode A and mode B configurations in the following fields are used only in connected mode; hence are not necessary in RadioResourceConfigCommonSIB. RAN1 indicated those parameters are cell specific, which however does not necessarily mean they have to be broadcasted.
· PDSCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
· PUSCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
· FreqHoppingParameters-r13
	2
	Remove configurations related to mode A and mode B

CR-editor (Ericsson): See N.129.
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	Q.018
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon - RAR-HoppingConfigInfoList
	Mapping to each coverage level should be clarified.
	2
	To discuss if the coverage level selection should be defined in RRC and coverage level (C, D, E, F) should be generally used in RRC.


CR-editor (Ericsson): Duplicate comment, can be removed.

	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	S.066
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon, freqHoppingParameters-r13
	We should re-use existing information structure as much as possible i.e. place the hopping parameters within the IEs for PRACH, PDSCH, PUSCH.
	2
	CR-editor (Ericsson): In principle this could be fine. However, this needs further investigation as RAN1 Excel does not indicate to which channel all parameters are related.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	S.067
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon, freqHoppingParameters-r13
	Hopping offset for PUSCH should be placed consistently with the one for PDSCH
	1
	CR?
CR-editor (Ericsson): related to S.066?

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	S.071
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon, pcch-Config-v13xy
	TBC: was there agreement to include paging information upon HO (not done so far)
	3
	Intel: we don’t remember of such agreement and wonder of the use-case.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Yes, this needs to be discussed in RAN2#93. 
pcch-Config-v13xy now deleted from RadioResourceConfigCommon
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	S.070
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon, prach-Config-v13xy
	Upon handover only part of the parameters are provided. So far practice has been to include all, although some may be omitted if same as in source cell (i.e. delta signalling)
	3
	Existing principles should be maintained, but issue probably needs to be discussed during R2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): Added prach-Config-v13xy in RadioResourceConfigCommon
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.132
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon:: FreqHoppingParameters-r13:: interval-{UL,DL}HoppingConfigCommonMode{A,B}-r13
	Same types used, so could define a named type for the fields
	1
	Define a new type for the value ranges. 

FreqHoppingParameters-r13 ::=            SEQUENCE { 
       mpdcch-HoppingConfig-r13   MPDCCH-PDSCH-HoppingConfig-r13, 
       rar-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13            RAR-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13            OPTIONAL,     -- Need OR 
       prach-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13          PRACH-HoppingConfigInfoList-r13          OPTIONAL,     -- Need OR 
       prach-HoppingOffset-r13                         INTEGER (0..94)                                       OPTIONAL,     -- Need OR 
       interval-DLHoppingConfigCommonModeA-r13  CHOICE { 
              interval-FDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalFDD-ModeA-r13, 
              interval-TDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalTDD-r13 
       }, 
       interval-DLHoppingConfigCommonModeB-r13  CHOICE { 
              interval-FDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalFDD-ModeB-r13, 
              interval-TDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalTDD-r13 
       }, 
       interval-ULHoppingConfigCommonModeA-r13  CHOICE { 
              interval-FDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalFDD-ModeA-r13, 
              interval-TDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalTDD-r13 
       }, 
       interval-ULHoppingConfigCommonModeB-r13  CHOICE { 
              interval-FDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalFDD-ModeB-r13, 
              interval-TDD-r13                                HoppingIntervalTDD-r13 
       } 
} 
  
HoppingIntervalFDD-ModeA-r13 ::=  ENUMERATED {int1, int2, int4, int8}, 
HoppingIntervalFDD-ModeB-r13 ::=  ENUMERATED {int2, int4, int8, int16}, 
HoppingIntervalTDD-r13 ::=        ENUMERATED {int1, int5, int10, int20} 
  
MPDCCH-PDSCH-HoppingConfig-r13 :: = SEQUENCE { 
       offset-r13           INTEGER (1..maxAvailNarrowBands-r13), 
       nB-r13               ENUMERATED {nb2, nb4}                           OPTIONAL       -- Need OR 
}

CR-editor (Ericsson): The comment a bit unclear as the value ranges are not really same. We will keep signalling as it is for now.
CR-editor (Ericsson): IEs are restructured. This comment is not relevant anymore.

	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.133
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommon::PCCH-Config-v13xy::mpdcch-NumRepetition-Paging-r13
	Do we need to define spare values for this IE? 
See also N.004.
	1
	See N.004 for discussion.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	S.065
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommonSIB
	Some fields seem to be missing
a) PUCCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
	2
	CR-editor (Ericsson): See S.064. Meanwhile, we spotted that this IE is missing from PUCCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy is missing from RadioResourceConfigCommonSIB and RadioResourceConfigCommon.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Spare values are not defined because in this case they could never be used.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	S.064
	6.3.2 RadioResourceConfigCommonSIB
	Several fields seem to be missing
a) PRACH-ConfigSIB
b) PRACH-Config-v13xy
c) PUCCH-ConfigCommon-v13xy
	2
	Add the concerned fields
Chair:
=> Were not included as the legacy value range was sufficient also for R13 MTC.
=> More checking required.



	Open (ASN.1) (eMTC CR)

	N.136
	6.3.2 RLC-Config
	It’s not clear whether all R13 UEs need to support the extensions for pollPDU, t-PollRetransmit and t-StatusProhibit. So can eNB configure them without checking further UE capabilities? Is this captured somewhere?
	2
	Clarify how this is/should be captured.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Coupled to the UE capability discussion. It should be clarified that only BL and EC UEs should support these extensions and it should also be clear that not all UEs need to support them.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	I.045
	6.3.2 RLC-Config
	Extended values for t-PollRetransmit, t-StatusProhibit were added as Rel-13 NCE. However, legacy t-PollRetransmit and t-StatusProhibit contain enough spare values to add the extended values. Therefore, it should be discussed whether spare values should be used for adding the extended values.
RLC-Config-v13xx ::=				SEQUENCE {
	ul-extended-RLC-AM-SN-r13 	BOOLEAN,
	dl-extended-RLC-AM-SN-r13 	BOOLEAN,
	pollPDU-v13xy		PollPDU-v13xy		OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
	t-PollRetransmit-v13xy				ENUMERATED {ms800, ms1000, ms2000, ms4000}	OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR
	t-StatusProhibit-v13xy				ENUMERATED {ms800, ms1000, ms1200, ms1600, ms2000, ms2400}	OPTIONAL	-- Need OR
}
	2
	Discuss whether spare values in  t-PollRetransmit, t-StatusProhibit should be used for adding the extended values.
Ericsson: Would be fine to use the spare values.
CR-editor (Ericsson): We define spare values only for broadcasting when UE bahviour is specified on case-by-case basis. No spare values for dedicated signaling. No changes. Closed.


	Open (eMTC CR) 
-> Closed

	N.135
	6.3.2 RLC-Config
	For t-PollRetransmit-v13xy and t-StatusProhibit-v13xy the “RLC-Config field descriptions” should be extended as for pollPDU: In case pollPDU-r13 is signalled, the UE shall ignore pollPDU (i.e. without suffix).
	1
	Add the clarification to the field descriptions.
Ericsson: Correct, if not the spare values in t-PollRetransmit are to be used.
Coordinator: The following correction is proposed

t-PollRetransmit
Timer for RLC AM in TS 36.322 [7], in milliseconds. Value ms5 means 5ms, ms10 means 10ms and so on. In case pollPDU-r13 is signalled, the UE shall ignore pollPDU (i.e. without suffix).

t-StatusProhibit
Timer for status reporting in TS 36.322 [7], in milliseconds. Value ms0 means 0ms, ms5 means 5ms and so on. In case pollPDU-r13 is signalled, the UE shall ignore pollPDU (i.e. without suffix).

CR-editor (Ericsson): If spare values are used, then these are not needed. 
CR-editor (Ericsson): No spare values defined for dedicated signaling and hence the proposed corrections are cpatured in the running CR.
	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.134
	6.3.2 RLC-Config:: ul-extended-RLC-AM-SN, dl-extended-RLC-AM-SN
	Typo in field description: “exteneded”
	1
	Correct the typo, should be “extended”
Intel: OK

CR-editor (Ericsson): Not part of eMTC running CR but can be corrected anyway,
	Open (eMTC CR)
->closed

	E.311
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-Config
	The field description for mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
is supposed to be before the description for mpdcch-StartSF-UESS.
	1
	Update the order
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.312
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-Config
	The highlighted text needs to be updated:
“numberPRB-Pairs
Indicates the number of physical resource-block pairs used for the EPDCCH set. Value n2 corresponds to 2 physical resource-block pairs; n4 corresponds to 4 physical resource-block pairs and so on. Value n8 is not supported if dl-Bandwidth is set to 6 resource blocks. EUTRAN does not configure value n6 for other UEs than bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage. If numberPRB-Pairs-v13xy field is present, the UE shall ignore the value of numberPRB-Pairs-r11 field.”
	1
	It should be:
“numberPRB-Pairs
Indicates the number of physical resource-block pairs used for the EPDCCH set. Value n2 corresponds to 2 physical resource-block pairs; n4 corresponds to 4 physical resource-block pairs and so on. Value n8 is not supported if dl-Bandwidth is set to 6 resource blocks. EUTRAN does not configure value n6 for other UEs than bandwidth reduced low complexity UEs andor UEs in enhanced coverage. If numberPRB-Pairs-v13xy field is present, the UE shall ignore the value of numberPRB-Pairs-r11 field.”
Samsung: Positive formulation seems better i.e. only configures value n2 for
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated as Samsung suggests.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.253
	6.3.2 EPDCCH-Config (eMTC)
	numberPRB-Pairs-v13xy should be optional because it is an extension field, it has an release/setup construct  and it defines an extension addition group.
	1
	Add the missing keyword OPTIONAL and Need code ON.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  Updated as suggested,
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.313
	6.3.2 MAC-MainConfig
	The highlighted text should be updated:
“shortDRX-Cycle
Short DRX cycle in TS 36.321 [6]. Value in number of sub-frames. Value sf2 corresponds to 2 sub-frames, sf5 corresponds to 5 subframes and so on. In case shortDRX-Cycle-v1130 is signalled, the UE shall ignore shortDRX-Cycle (i.e. without suffix). Short DRX cycle is not configured for UEs operating in enhanced coverage.”
	1
	It should be:
“shortDRX-Cycle
Short DRX cycle in TS 36.321 [6]. Value in number of sub-frames. Value sf2 corresponds to 2 sub-frames, sf5 corresponds to 5 subframes and so on. In case shortDRX-Cycle-v1130 is signalled, the UE shall ignore shortDRX-Cycle (i.e. without suffix). Short DRX cycle is not configured for UEs in enhanced coverage.”
Coordinator: It seems that the intention of this correction is to delete the word “operating” from the field description, i.e.
shortDRX-Cycle
Short DRX cycle in TS 36.321 [6]. Value in number of sub-frames. Value sf2 corresponds to 2 sub-frames, sf5 corresponds to 5 subframes and so on. In case shortDRX-Cycle-v1130 is signalled, the UE shall ignore shortDRX-Cycle (i.e. without suffix). Short DRX cycle is not configured for UEs operating in enhanced coverage.”
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.257
	6.3.2 PDSCH-Config
	Optional pdsch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeA-r13 and pdsch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeB-r13 fields are defined with default values. Broadcasted parameters are generally releaesd when absent and therefore it is queastionable what these default values really mean. According to RAN1, the defaults values where only introduced as a possible way to optimize signaling.
	2
	Remove the keywords DEFAULT and replace them by using keyword OPTIONAL with Need code OR:
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated as suggested.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.315
	6.3.2 PHICH Config
	The following text should be updated:
“The IE PHICH-Config is used to specify the PHICH configuration. If the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE, it shall ignore this IE.”
	1
	It should be:
“The IE PHICH-Config is used to specify the PHICH configuration. If the UE is a bandwidth reduced low complexity UE or a UE in enhanced coverage, it shall ignore this IE.”
CR-editor (Ericsson):  Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	N.112
	6.3.2 PhysicalConfigDedicated field descriptions
	Ce-Mode field description starts as follows: “Describes a set of behaviours associated with..”
	2
	Change description to clear and less redundant statement. Reference to “Set of UE behaviours” is not stage 3 relevant
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated to simply to refer to RAN1 specs.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.318
	6.3.2 PRACH Config
	The highlighted text should be updated:
“maxNumPreambleAttemptCE 
Maximum  number of preamble transmission attempts per coverage enhancement level. See TS 36.321  [6].”
	1
	It should be:
maxNumPreambleAttemptCE 
Maximum  number of preamble transmission attempts per enhancementenhanced coverage level. See TS 36.321  [6].””
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.336
	6.3.2 PRACH-Config
	In PRACH-ParametersCE-r13, prach-StartingSubframe-r13 should be optional
	2
	Make prach-StartingSubframe-r13 optional in PRACH-ParametersCE-r13.
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated (OPTIONAL need OR)
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	E.260
	6.3.2 PUCCH-Config
	pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13 should be optional because it is defined in an extension together with many other parameters and therefore it is not well-motivate to defined it as mandatory present. It should also be possible to release the configuration, i.e. a relase/setup construct is needed.
	2
	Define the pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13 sequence as optional and add release setup constructs where it isp possible to  release the pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13 configuration, i.e.
pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13	CHOICE {
	release						NULL,
	setup						SEQUENCE {
		modeA-r13	ENUMERATED {r1, r2, r4, r8},
		modeB-r13	ENUMERATED {r4, r6, r8, r32}
	}
}								OPTIONAL, -- Need ON
CR-editor (Ericsson): Updated in the running CR.
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	6.3.3 Security control information elements

	N.147
	6.3.3 CellSelectionInfoCE
	How does this work with the WB-RSRQ and RSRQ over all symbols?
	2
	Discuss if something is needed or not.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	N.146
	6.3.3 CellSelectionInfoCE
	The IE description contains redundant “].”
	1
	Remove redundant “].”
Coordinator: Same as I.046
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	6.3.4 Mobility control information elements

	I.046
	6.3.4 CellSelectionInfoCE
	There are some redundant parts in the definiition.
	1
	Remove the redundant parts highlighted in color below from the definiiton:

The IE CellSelectionInfoCE contains cell selection information for coverage enhancement. The q-RxLevMinCE corresponds to parameter QrxlevminCE in 36.304 [4]. The q-QualMinRSRQ-CE corresponds to parameter QqualminCE in 36.304 [4]. ]. If q-QualMinRSRQ-CE is not present, the UE applies the (default) value of negative infinity for Qqualmin.
Coordinator: Same as N.146
CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	E.323
	6.3.4 CellSelectionInfoCE
	The highlighted text should be updated:
–	CellSelectionInfoCE
The IE CellSelectionInfoCE contains cell selection information for coverage enhancement. The q-RxLevMinCE corresponds to parameter QrxlevminCE in 36.304 [4]. The q-QualMinRSRQ-CE corresponds to parameter QqualminCE in 36.304 [4]. ]. If q-QualMinRSRQ-CE is not present, the UE applies the (default) value of negative infinity for Qqualmin.
	1
	It should be:
–	CellSelectionInfoCE
The IE CellSelectionInfoCE contains cell selection information for enhancementenhanced coverage. The q-RxLevMinCE corresponds to parameter QrxlevminCE in 36.304 [4]. The q-QualMinRSRQ-CE corresponds to parameter QqualminCE in 36.304 [4]. ]. If q-QualMinRSRQ-CE is not present, the UE applies the (default) value of negative infinity for Qqualmin.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.


	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	I.047
	6.3.4 T-ReselectionEUTRA-EC
	In the definition the reference to TreselectionEUTRA_EC is not aligned with the 36.304 CR. Furthermore, a redundant “.” should be removed.

Furthermore, the suffix “EC” used for TreselectionEUTRA_EC (and its field t-ReselectionEUTRA-EC-r13) is not consistent with other ones used referring to coverage enhancement, see below. To be consistent, the suffix “EC” should be corrected to “CE”.

cellSelectionInfoCE-r13
pdsch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeA-r13
pdsch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeB-r13
ce-Mode-r13
maxNumPreambleAttemptCE
prach-ParametersListCE-r13
PRACH-ParametersCE-r13
maxNumPreambleAttemptCE-r13
pucch-NumRepetitionCE-r13
pusch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeA-r13
pusch-maxNumRepetitionCEmodeB-r13
maxCELevel-r13
	1
	Replace TreselectionEUTRA_EC with TreselectionEUTRA_CE and remove the redundant “.”.
The IE T-ReselectionEUTRA-EC concerns the cell reselection timer TreselectionEUTRA_EC as specified in 36.304 [4].. Value in seconds.
Coordinator: The following corrections are proposed,

	[[	redistributionServingInfo-r13			RedistributionServingInfo-r13 OPTIONAL,	--Need OR
		cellSelectionInfoCE-r13				CellSelectionInfoCE-r13		OPTIONAL,		-- Need OP
		t-ReselectionEUTRA-ECCE-r13			T-ReselectionEUTRA- ECCE -r13	OPTIONAL		-- Need OP
	]]

and

InterFreqCarrierFreqInfo-v13xy	::=	SEQUENCE {
	cellReselectionSubPriority-r13				CellReselectionSubPriority-r13 		OPTIONAL,		-- Need OP
	redistributionInterFreqInfo-r13		RedistributionInterFreqInfo-r13		OPTIONAL, --Need OP
	cellSelectionInfoCE-r13				CellSelectionInfoCE-r13			OPTIONAL,	-- Need OP
	t-ReselectionEUTRA- ECCE -r13			T-ReselectionEUTRA- ECCE -r13		OPTIONAL	-- Need OP
}

and 

-- ASN1START

T-ReselectionEUTRA- ECCE -r13 ::=				INTEGER (0..15)

-- ASN1STOP

and combined with N.149 the following is needed for the field description,

The IE T-ReselectionEUTRA- ECCE concerns the cell reselection timer TreselectionEUTRA_CE as specified in TS 36.304 [4].. Value in seconds.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.


	Open (eMTC CR)
-> Closed

	N.149
	6.3.4 T-ReselectionEUTRA-EC
	Editorial errors on th etimer name, referenced TS and redundant full stop
	1
	Format timer name to italic, referenced TS to “TS 36.304”, remove dot after [4].
Coordinator: Same as I.047. Closed
	Closed (eMTC CR)

	6.3.5 Measurement information elements

	N.173
	6.3.5 UE-TimersAndConstants::t300-v13xy 
	Why is this constant needed? The value range is the same as in Rel-8 version, and it is not used anywhere in the RRC specifications so far?
	1
	Remove the unused constant.
Coordinator: The value range is still a subject for eMTC discussions. The constant is there more or less as a place-holder.
CR-editor (Ericsson):   Same as E.270.
	Open (eMTC CR)
Closed

	6.3.6 Other information elements

	I.049
	6.3.6 UE-RadioPagingInfo
	In UE-RadioPagingInfo-r12 the new UE category “M1” for reduced bandwidth UE is mssing. Furthermore, the type of coverageEnhancement-v13xy should be extended due to the fact that we have two modes (mode A, mode B), see also Intel paper in R2-156347.
UE-RadioPagingInfo-r12 ::=				SEQUENCE {
	ue-Category-v1250					INTEGER (0)			OPTIONAL,
	...,
	[[	coverageEnhancement-v13xy		ENUMERATED {true}	OPTIONAL
	]]
}
	4
	Include  UE category “M1” for reduced bandwidth UE and extend the type of coverageEnhancement-v13xy to cover the two modes (mode A, mode B).
DCM: The proposal should be discussed in RAN2#93 MTC session.

CR-editor (Ericsson):  See updates in the running CR to include all capabilities.
	Open (eMTC CR) 
TDoc Intel RAN2#93
-> Closed

	E.270
	6.3.6 UE-TimersAndConstants
	t300-v13xy field value needs to be decided
	4
	This is part of a running CR and it should be discussed during the next meeting.
	Open (eMTC CR)

	6.3.7 MBMS information elements

	6.3.8 ProSe information elements

	6.4 RRC multiplicity and type constraints values

	E.329
	6.4 Multiplicity and type constraint values
	maxCELevel-r13				INTEGER ::=	4	-- Maximum number of coverage enhancement levels
	1
	Update to:
maxCELevel-r13				INTEGER ::=	4	-- Maximum number of enhanced coverage enhancement levels

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	D.043
	6.4 Multiplicity and type constraint definitions
	A hyphen is missing for the field name of maxCELevel-r13.
	1
	It should be maxCE-Level-r13.
Ericsson: Agree

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected.

	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	9.1	Specified configurations

	9.2	Default radio configurations

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.3	ProSe pre-defined configurations

	10.1 General

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.2 RRC messages transferred across network nodes

	I.055
	10.2.2
	Regarding UERadioPagingInformation-v13xy-IEs there are a number of questions:
Are Cell ID and coverage level sent as in a S1 container or as explicit S1 signalling? If it is S1 container, it needs to be specified in RRC spec (inter-node message).
From the 10.2.2, it seems that both are in the S1 container and uses the same S1 container for sending the UE capability. But according to RAN3 CR, the cell ID should be explicit S1 signalling
One further question is whether the coverage level should use the same S1 container since one is sent during capability signalling and the other is sent when the S1 connection is released? Has this been discussed in RAN3?
UERadioPagingInformation-v13xy-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
	supportedBandListEUTRAForPaging-r13
		SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxBands)) OF FreqBandIndicator-r11 OPTIONAL,
	cellIdentity	CellIdentity		OPTIONAL,
	nonCriticalExtension	SEQUENCE {}	
	OPTIONAL
}
	4
	Should decide on whether to use the same paging container for coverage level or a separate container. Here, guidance from RAN3 might be needed.
Samsung: Some more discussion seems needed
DCM: Wrt. the cell ID and coverage level, we think the functional support  for “Paging Optimization” (discussed RAN3) and for eMTC (discussed in RAN2) may be overlapped and some discussion/clarification is needed. May be beneficial to discuss in RAN2#93
CR-editor (Ericsson): Will provide Tdoc to RAN2#93

	Open (eMTC CR) , TDoc Intel RAN2#93

	I.057
	10.2.2
	In UERadioPagingInformation the field description of ue-RadioPagingInfo needs to be updated to cover new UE category “M1” and  type of coverage enhancements.
ue-RadioPagingInfo 
The field is used to transfer radio paging information required for a category 0 UE. The eNB generates the ue-RadioPagingInfo and the contained ue-Category-v1250 is absent when the UE is not a category 0 UE.
	4
	Update the field description ue-RadioPagingInfo to cover new UE category “M1” and  type of coverage enhancements.
Coordinator: A text proposal is needed. Otherwise it is difficult to make this correction. UE categories should also be discussed in RAN2. So this discussion fits better to RAN2#93.

CR-editor (Ericsson): Corrected
	Open (eMTC CR) , TDoc Intel RAN2#93
->Closed

	I.056
	10.2.2
	UERadioPagingInformation-v13xy-IEs the suffix “-r13” is missing to field cellIdentity.
	1
	Add suffix “-r13” to field cellIdentity.
UERadioPagingInformation-v13xy-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
	supportedBandListEUTRAForPaging-r13		SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxBands)) OF FreqBandIndicator-r11 OPTIONAL,
	cellIdentity-r13		CellIdentity						OPTIONAL,
	nonCriticalExtension				SEQUENCE {}							OPTIONAL
}
CR-editor (Ericsson): cellIdentity deleted from UERadioPagingInformation
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed

	C.088
	10.2.2 UERadioPagingInformation
	Missing part of content in CR R2-157138. It should be added.
	2
	The  highlighted part is missing
This message is used to transfer radio paging information and to indicate coverage enhancement level for UEs that require the usage of coverage enhancement techniques toaccess the cell and the corresponding cell identity for UEs in enhanced coverage, covering both upload to and download from the EPC.
Coordinator: If the text is missing in the CR, the highlighted part needs to be discussed in RAN2, e.g. RAN2#93. If the text is in the CR but not in the draft specification then this is a CR implementation error.
CR-editor (Ericsson):  Highighted text should not be included, this is not a correct use case of the message
	Open (eMTC CR)
->Closed
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