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1 Introduction

This contribution discusses some general issues, proposing to introduce some related corrections from REL-12.
2 Discussion

Issue 1. Detailed statements about E-UTRAN respecting UE capabilities

RAN2 agreed that a general statement should be introduced in RRC to clarify that:

a) 
When configuring the UE E-UTRAN is assumed to respect UE’s capabilities and that

b) 
Statements regarding this should not be provided except for specific cases e.g. in particularly complex ones.

Regarding how to reflect this in the specification, our proposal is as follows:

Proposal 1
Add a sentence in the UE capability transfer procedure to clarify the general EUTRAN requirement and a sentence in the section on miscellaneous conventions to clarify the specification guideline.

2. Statement regarding inclusion of optional fields in uplink

The CR on IDC for UL CA (in R2-153879/80) introduced an inconsistency in the specification i.e. it added in the procedural text (see extract from 5.6.9.3 below) a statement that the UE shall include affectedCarrierFreqCombList while the concerned field description (see extract below) states that it is optional to include the field in certain cases.

The UE shall set the contents of the InDeviceCoexIndication message as follows:
 1>  if the UE is configured to provide UL CA information and there is a supported UL CA combination comprising of carrier frequencies for which a measurement object is configured, that is affected by IDC problems:

2>  include affectedCarrierFreqCombList in ul-CA-AssistanceInfo with an entry for each supported UL CA combination comprising of carrier frequencies for which a measurement object is configured, that is affected by IDC problems;

	InDeviceCoexIndication field descriptions

	affectedCarrierFreqCombList
Indicates a list of E-UTRA carrier frequencies that are affected by IDC problems due to Inter-Modulation Distortion and harmonics from E-UTRA when configured with UL CA. If the UE sets victimSystemType to wlan and/or Bluetooth, the UE shall include affectedCarrierFreqCombList. Otherwise it is optionally present.


As discussed, this relates to a more general issue regarding what to specify for optional UL fields. There seem 2 options: a) no specification text means the field is really optional i.e. no requirements are specified, b) no specification text means the UE is not allowed to include the field. During the previous meeting, we suggested that option b) would be most in line with the general principle to specify UE requirements. However, it was remarked that previously we concluded to adopt option a). Looking back at previous information, it indeed seems that option a) was adopted as way forward but that more analysis would be required before introducing a statement to clarify the general principle.

. 
[image: image1]
Assuming the previously agreed principle, the remaining question is what statement to include in the procedural specification for fields that are truly optional to include given that the bullets are preceded by a UE shall. One approach would be to state ‘the UE shall … optionally include’. In order to stick to previous conclusions, we thus propose:

Proposal 2
Re-confirm the general principle to include statements in the procedural text for any uplink field the UE is allowed to include. For truly optional fields, include a statement as follows: ‘the UE shall … optionally include’
Note that we are fine to defer introduction of the general principle until after completing a more though analysis of all cases introduced from REL-12.

We assume that use of the general principle reflected by proposal 2 for the case of IDC means that we also need to cover the case the UE is optionally allowed to include the field i.e. as follows:

2>  if the UE sets victimSystemType to wlan or Bluetooth:
3>
include affectedCarrierFreqCombList in ul-CA-AssistanceInfo with an entry for each supported UL CA combination comprising of carrier frequencies for which a measurement object is configured, that is affected by IDC problems;

2>  else:

3>
optionally include affectedCarrierFreqCombList in ul-CA-AssistanceInfo with an entry for each supported UL CA combination comprising of carrier frequencies for which a measurement object is configured, that is affected by IDC problems;
3 Conclusion & recommendation
This contribution discusses some general RRC issues. It includes the following proposal, that RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude:

Proposal 1
Add a sentence in the UE capability transfer procedure to clarify the general EUTRAN requirement and a sentence in the section on miscellaneous conventions to clarify the specification guideline.

Proposal 2
Re-confirm the general principle to include statements in the procedural text for any uplink field the UE is allowed to include. For truly optional fields, include a statement as follows: ‘the UE shall … optionally include’
A CR including the corresponding corrections is provided in [2].

4 References

[1] TS 36.331 Radio Resource Control
[2] R2-156210 CR to TS 36.331 (REL-12) on some general specification issues (Samsung)
5. Summary of DC related information exchanged across X2
The following table concerns a high level overview of the RAN2 related information exchanged across X2, covering all main/ relevant scenarios. Note that the overview is still incomplete, as the signalling has not been completed for several scenarios e.g. security refresh, counter check, DRB type cange, MCG configuration update.

Q: how/ where to include flow control info

	X2 AP Msg
	X2 fields (R2 related)
	RRC INM
	RRC INM contents for this case
	Notes/ issues

	SCG establishment (also used upon change of WT

	1: WT addition request
	ERAB to add list
	SCGConfigInfo
	UE MAC identity, SCG- configInfo (DRB to add, AP set)
	FFS: Is there any bearer specific admission/ handling in WT?

	2: WT addition request acknowledge
	 
	None
	
	FFS: ERABs not admitted

	5: WT reconfiguration complete
	 
	None
	
	 

	SCG modification, MeNB initiated

Used upon DRB type change, change of AP set

	1: WT modification request
	 
	SCGConfigInfo
	Same as for WT establishment
	FFS: DRB release handled by X2 field (ERAB to release list)

	2: WT modification request acknowledge
	 
	None
	
	

	5: WT reconfiguration complete
	 
	None
	
	

	SCG modification, WT initiated
Used upon change of SCG dedicated configuration, system information update, as well as SCG change (e.g. to refresh S-KeNB), xx (FFS)

	1: WT modification required
	 
	None
	
	 FFS field by which WT can request to release SCG part of DRB)

	6: WT modification confirm
	
	None
	
	 

	WT release, MeNB initiated

	1: WT release request
	
	None
	
	

	x: WT release request acknowledge
	
	None
	
	FFS if acknowledgement is required (e.g. ico release upon SCG change/ handover)

	SCG release, WT initiated

	1: WT release required
	
	None
	
	

	2: WT release confirm
	
	None
	
	

	MeNB handover (change to eNB)

	1: Handover request
	
	HandoverPreparationInfo
	SCG-Config
	To inform target eNB it needs to initiate release of SCG towards UE

	2: Handover request acknowledge
	
	HandoverCommand
	DL-DCCH-Message, set to include RRCConnectionReconfiguration
	

	Change of WT i.e. WT addition followed/ in parallel to WT release

	A: SCG establishment
	MeNB provides current SCG configuration, so that target WT can use delta signalling

	B: SCG release, MeNB initiated
	FFS: is data forwarded directly to target WT (after some confirmation)


5. Information exchange across Xw






During RAN2#89 it was agreed, based on R2-150447, that the procedural specification should cover all fields the UE may include although not every subfield needs a separate statement (i.e. may add ‘and all optional subfields):


Proposal 2: 


-	ALU wonders whether the Rel-12 fields are covered properly by procedural text. Samsung explains that there are some fields for which there is no procedural text. ALU would like a more detailed analysis before agreeing such a general statement. ALU is also not convinced that we would always need to go down to the lowest nesting level. Having such a statement in the procedural text applicable to a set of fields should also work. 


=>	We should aim for covering individual cases with procedural text rather than adding a general disclaimer
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