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1. Introduction

After RAN2#92 and the ad hoc of January 2016, some parameters and contents for the MIB in NB-IoT are established.  As reported in [1], RAN1 are currently engaged in developing the L1 parameters.  This document looks at the open issues in RAN2 scope for the MIB contents.
2. L1 parameters
In the recent LS in [1], RAN1 listed the following L1 parameters:
	· NB-MIB includes at least

· SFN

· FFS: Detailed information
· FFS on LTE CRS information

· FFS on NB-RS information

· SIB1 scheduling information

· Operation mode

· FFS: Details at least including explicit or implicit signaling
· FFS on CFI
· FFS on system BW
· FFS on FDD/TDD indication


Since it was already agreed in email discussion [91bis#47] that SIB1 periodicity is fixed, it appears that no SIB1 “scheduling information” as such should be needed (apart from the SFN, which would be needed if SIB1 has a longer periodicity than the MIB, as in LTE).  The other parameters require a conclusion from RAN1, i.e. they are not in our scope.

Proposal 1: Confirm that no additional fields need to be added to the MIB for SIB1 scheduling.

3. MIB contents
Based on the report in [2] and on discussion at the January ad hoc, it was concluded that the UE should be able to avoid reading SIB1 when access class barring configuration changes.  This implies that an indication of AC activity should be in the MIB.  (We believe that this is already all companies’ understanding, but want to confirm the conclusion explicitly.  Note that some related proposals are available in [3].)
Proposal 2: Confirm that a 1-bit flag indicating whether access class barring is active is included in the MIB (conditional on the related agreement in discussion of access class barring).

It was also concluded that the system information Valuetag is included in MIB which in our understanding should be 5 bit.  System information update other than for AC change should be infrequent, and it was already agreed that a change of AC configuration does not advance the valuetag, so it seems not needed to extend the valuetag range beyond LTE range.
Proposal 3: 5 bit valuetag should be included in MIB.
4. Conclusion
This document makes the following proposals:

Proposal 1: Confirm that no additional fields need to be added to the MIB for SIB1 scheduling.

Proposal 2: Confirm that a 1-bit flag indicating whether access class barring is active is included in the MIB (conditional on the related agreement in discussion of access class barring).
Proposal 3: 5 bit valuetag should be included in MIB.
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