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1. Introduction
This document is to kick off the following email discussion:
· [AT114-e][009][NR15] System Information (OPPO)


Scope: Treat R2-2105367, R2-2105368, R2-2104952, R2-2104953, R2-2104954, R2-2104955, R2-2104956, 

Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.


Intended outcome: Report and Agreed CRs. 


Deadline: Schedule A
· Collect companies’ view. Deadline for comments Friday May 21 1000 UTC to settle scope what is agreeable etc (phase 1).;
· Deadline for any functional and/or scope comments Wednesday May 26 1200 UTC. At this point, non-agreeable parts shall be removed/excluded. (phase 2)
Contact Information

	Company
	Email

	Qualcomm
	mambriss@qti.qualcomm.com 

	OPPO
	wangshukun@oppo.com

	Apple
	zhibin_wu@apple.com

	MediaTek
	Chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Discussion
Companies are requested to add their comments for each of the treated CRs of this email discussion in the boxes below.

2.1 Search space SIB1

[1] R2-2104952
Discussion on RMSI reception based on non-zero search space
OPPO, CMCC
discussion
LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

[2] R2-2104953
38331 R15 RMSI reception based on non-zero search space-option 1
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2591
-
F
LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

[3] R2-2104954
38331 R16 RMSI reception based on non-zero search space-option 1
OPPO
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2592
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

[4] R2-2104955
38331 R15 RMSI reception based on non-zero search space-option 2
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2593
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

[5] R2-2104956
38331 R16 RMSI reception based on non-zero search space-option 2
OPPO
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2594
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

In [1], the company mentions that mapping between RMSI PDCCH occasion and SSBs for non-zero search space for searchSpaceSIB1 on dedicated BWP is missing.
In R15, the dedicated BWP can be configured for the UE and the common search space can be optionally configured for the BWP. If common search space is configured for the dedicated BWP, the UE will receive the SIB1/OSI/paging via common search space monitoring.

In R15, the beam sweeping is supported for SIB1/OSI/paging and the mapping between the SIB1/OSI/paging PDCCH monitoring occasions and SSBs is specified in RAN1 Spec and RAN2 Spec. However, after checking RAN1 spec and RAN2 spec, the case for non-zero search space for searchSpaceSIB1 is missing.
In [1], company summarize 4 observations:

Observation 1: Dedicated BWP can be configured with common search space for SIB 1, i.e. searchSpaceSIB1 IE and UE will follow 38.213 to receive SIB1. 
Observation 2: The searchSpaceSIB1 IE can be set to non-zero except initial BWP.
Observation 3: For OSI, if searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation IE is set to 0, TS 38.213 will specify the mapping between OSI PDCCH monitoring occasions and SSBs. Otherwise, the TS 38.331 will specify.

Observation 4: RAN1 spec does not specify the mapping between RMSI PDCCH monitoring occasions and SSBs when searchSpaceSIB1 is set to non-zero.
Q1: Do companies agree the observations in [1]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	QCom
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes 
	

	Apple 
	No
	Regarding observation 4, we think for the active DL BWP, if SIB1 is in CORESET#0 (of initial BWP), then it need follow RAN1 spec. If searchSpaceSIB1 points to a non-zero CORESET, then UE need follow RRC configuration, and there is no need to specify the mapping between RMSI PDCCH monitoring occasions and related QCL information in RAN1 spec for this case.

	MediaTek
	No for O4
	In TS 38.213 Section 10, it says that RMSI SS (=Type0-PDCCH CSS) can be provided by searchSpaceSIB1 in PDCCH-ConfigCommon. And it further specifies how to monitor PDCCH candidates if the searchSpaceID is zero or non-zero. Therefore, we think that probably there is no issue at all. We would suggest at least ask RAN1 before concluding there is a problem to fix.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Q2: Do companies agree the issue that mapping between RMSI PDCCH occasion and SSBs for non-zero search space for searchSpaceSIB1 on dedicated BWP is missing?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	QCom
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes 
	

	Apple
	NO
	

	MediaTek
	No
	See our comment above and suggest to check with RAN1 first.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


If companies agree the issue in Q2, there are 2 options to fix the issue in [1].

Option 1: RAN2 clarify that the searchSpaceSIB1 IE can only be set to zero for both initial DL BWP and dedicated BWP if configured.
Option 2: RAN2 capture text for the mapping between RMSI PDCCH occasion and SSBs as OSI did if searchSpaceSIB1 is set to non-zero.
the changes in TS 38.331 are provided in [1] for option 1 and option 2.

Q3: Which option do companies prefer to fix the issue in R15 and R16 respectively?
	Company
	Option for R15 and R16?
	Comments

	QCom
	No strong view
	

	OPPO
	Option 1 for R15 and R16;
Option 2 for R17
	

	MediaTek
	Wait for RAN1. 
	If needed, we could only accept option 1 in R15/R16.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Q4: Do companies agree to send LS to RAN1 for information?
	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	QCom
	Neutral 
	Seems not needed

	OPPO
	Yes 
	It is up to majority view.

	Apple
	No
	No need for LS to RAN1

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	If needed, we suggest simply check with RAN1 on whether there is an issue if RMSI SS is non-zero in a dedicate BWP.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.2 Stored SI

[6] R2-2105367
Clarification of cell Identity for SIB validity
vivo
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2621
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

[7] R2-2105368
Clarification of cell Identity for SIB validity
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2622
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

In [5][6], company thinks there is an ambiguity on cellIdentity when checking the validity of the stored version of a SIB in RAN sharing scenario.
Q5: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [5][6]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	QCom
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes 
	

	Apple 
	Maybe not
	Each PLMN-identify is only associated with one cell-identity, once the first PLMN is chosen, then there is no ambiguity of the cell identity. I do not think the current text is ambiguous.

	MediaTek
	Yes with comment
	We suggest to change the term “the first PLMN-Identity and the first cellIdentity in the PLMN-IdentityInfoList” with “the first PLMN-Identity and corresponding cellIdentity in PLMN-IdentityInfoList”. 

The reason is that it is unclear what does “first” cell Id mean. It is actually the cell ID that is included in the first PLMN. 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3. Conclusions

Based on the discussion above, we propose:
4. Reference


6/6


