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1 Introduction

The scope of this email discussion as captured in RAN2#79bis meeting minutes:

-
Discuss Transmissions of UE initiated messages immediately after RRC Connection Reestablishment and at handover

-
Discuss whether to align the behaviour for IDC indication, PPI and MBMS Interest Indication.

-
May be discussed based on R2-124985 “Transmissions of UE initiated messages immediately after RRC Connection Reestablishment”

-
May need to align with [79bis#31]

The discussion is thus intended to address handling immediately after the re-establishment and Handover.  
The solutions we have used so far to address each feature independently with specification text (often repetitive) for each of these for re-establishment and HO (as in the respective CRs).  The main objective of this discussion is to see if a generalised behaviour which will address most of the scenarios is possible.  Exceptions, where a specific feature requirement does not go with the generalised behaviour will of course need to be catered for (this is done normally in RRC using statements like “unless specified otherwise”).

Whether we adopt a generalised solution or not can be decided after we have an understanding of (the) generalised solution(s).  My expectation at least initially is to discuss and reach a common understanding the possible solutions directly in the email.  Hence no table is included in this discussion document to provide company positions!

A summary and proposal is provided in section 3.  And some text proposal options to capture HO handling in Annex A.
2 Discussion

The discussion below is provide some initial thoughts to kick off the discussions on the two scenarios.  This is to be updated based on the discussions by email.
2.1 Re-establishment

The re-establishment procedure consists essentially of two steps – the re-establishment procedure itself which brings the UE back to a minimum configuration followed by a subsequent “first reconfiguration after re-establishment”. 

The network (“target” eNB) and UE may potentially have different configuration during this time period between the re-establishment and before the first reconfiguration.  The target may even be of an earlier release to the source and intending to a Full configuration.  This is “corrected” with the first reconfiguration following the re-establishment procedure when the configuration in the network and UE is brought back in sync (more details are in R2-124985 [1]).  
Two aspects related to this transient period identified so far are:
· Any “reporting” – UE initiated messages during this transient period

· The configuration in the UE during the re-establishment procedure and before the first reconfiguration and any related action by the UE during this period (e.g., autonomous denial).
2.1.1 Reporting in the transient period:
Since (target) eNB may not be using the same configuration as the source and also won’t be handling any indication from the UE prior to the first reconfiguration (even if it was possible to receive it at all), it seems sufficient to simply suspend any indications from the UE prior to the first reconfiguration.
Discussion #1: Discussion on possible issues with suspending the UE indications during re-establishment?

	LGE
	[LGE] To our understanding, the main intention of suspending UE indications during re-establishment is to align UE behavior at re-establishment with UE behavior at reconfiguration.
However, we do not see any other benefit apart from alignment.
Moreover, suspension at re-establishment is used only for radio bearers. 
So, such functional suspension at re-establishment seems to be more or less something new in LTE.
 
In this sense, we like to make UE to release this dedicated configuration at re-establishment.
Releasing configuration at re-establishment is very in line with UE behaviors for CA and CSG at re-establishment, because UE releases SCell configuration and Proximity indication upon re-establishment.

	The main motivation for me is to come up with a general handling rather than treat and specify each feature independently. This should hopefully then take just one statement in RRC and should address all the features of Rel-11 and future.  We already have a concept of suspension during re-establishment.  When we designed this in Rel-8, there were no UE initiated messages and hence we didn’t consider suspension.  So personally, I see this as addressing something that was missed in Rel-8.
 
If we go on with explicitly releasing post Rel-8 features, then at the other extreme, we could ask why not release everything for re-establishment?


	
	[LGE] Considering that re-establishment procedure is recovery mechanism from connection failure, it is likely that the UE continues at least core part of configurations by suspending established RBs at re-establishment.
However, it is not so necessary to continue configurations of supplementary features at re-establishment, because subsequent reconfiguration including the configuration will follow the re-establishment.
 
In our view, the UE releases configurations of SCell and CSG at re-establishment, because the features are considered as non-core part.
We consider the configurations of UE initiated messages as non-core part, and so it is likely to release the configurations at re-establishment.

	

	Qualcomm Inc
	To us this is not only suspending the UE UL indication, but is more about suspending functionality, e.g. also suspending autonomous denial for IDC as we discussed in the last meeting. We do not have a strong view on how it is done; whether by releasing the configuration or by actually suspending the function.

	

	ZTE
	[ZTE] Although we see no issue with ‘suspending’ the indication (and the related feature) during re-establishment, it seems there could be a problem with automatically ‘resuming’ the feature after re-establishment, if this happens in a different cell which does not support the feature. Considering this, we might have a preference for releasing the configuration during re-establishment.

	If I have understood correctly, there is no problem here as the first reconfiguration after re-establishment will provide the correct configuration to the UE (i.e., if the cell doesn’t support it, the new eNB will release the configuration in the first re-configuration message or if it is an eNB of an earlier release, perform Full configuration – same as the other configurations today).  


	Ericsson
	[Ericsson] The UE should not send any indications before it knows that the feature is supported in the target eNB. There should not be any issues with suspending of the UE indications. The delay increase should be acceptable. 

	

	CATT
	[CATT] The suspension function of the UE indication is a little bit confusing. We are not sure in which layer (RRC or upper layer, etc.) the UE indication shall be suspended. For MBMSInterestIndication, the reporting depends on whether there is a SIB15 in the target cell. The reporting of MBMSInterestIndication has no relationship with the RRCConnectionReconfiguration. There is no point to suspend MBMSInterestIndication. In addition, we prefer releasing the configuration during re-establishment. Then MBMS, IDC and eDDA can have aligned UE behaviours.

	I think also that the so called “suspension” will need to happen in the UE in other cases already when, it gets triggered (since the trigger is totally asynchronous to any RRC procedure) during HO execution phase.  NAS messages during SRB2 suspension are also upper layer messages to RRC.


	RIM
	RIM: We think that it does not make sense for the UE to send these indications before being configured to send these messages or before knowing that the TeNB supports receiving these messages. Hence, during the transient phase, the UE shall disable all indications. In addition, we also think that it would make sense for the UE to suspend the functionality and release the configuration. 
 
For PPI, we wondered whether a UE that has requested power optimisation should instead be allowed to go to idle mode instead of attempting a reestablishment and sending further PPI indications? 

	

	Samsung
	We would prefer to align with handover i.e. not release. Although for some indications there may not be any real issue to continue status indications during the transient period, it seems clear we need to suspend/ stop autonomous denial. Furthermore, to also be able to handle any other similar status indications we might introduce in future we slightly prefer to temporarily suspend the functionality.

	

	Intel
	[Intel] We slightly prefer to release the configuration during re-establishment as it is simpler e.g. considering it is not clear what will happen to the timer operation for PPI during suspension.

	If the decision it go with UE repeat for HO option (opposed to the network solution option), then note that UE will also need to repeat after a re-establishment because any indication provided to the source after the HO preparation initiation by the source will be lost after re-establishment.   As this is required irrespective of the timer running or not, it doesn’t really matter, I think, what we do with the timer during the re-establishment suspension.
 


	ZTE
	On re-establisment:

If the UE configuration is maintained in the transient phase (according to the suspend/resume proposal), as you and others have already pointed out, all the UE related actions should be considered (and not just the UE indications, which everyone apparently agrees should be suspended).

In this respect we agree with the analysis in the distributed paper that for most features there would be no problem in keeping the UE configuration. One exception – already mentioned - would be IDC (for autonomous denial). For this we also believe that the whole feature/configuration should be suspended in the transient phase.

And before seeing how this could be captured in the specification (hopefully in a generic way that could be applied also to other features in the future), it is hard to quantify the potential benefit of the suspend/resume approach over the release/reconfigure one. 

For now, the practical advantage of the suspend/resume approach seems to be a slightly lighter first reconfiguration message, with the drawback to split SBR1 resumption in 2 steps (as per the distributed TP: ‘partial’ resumption after re-establishment, ‘full’ resumption only after first reconfiguration).


	


2.1.2 Continuation of Configuration during the re-establishment procedure:

One way to do this evaluation is to look at the current (including Rel-11) features.

	
	Is there any issue in continuing with the source configuration during the transient phase (assuming UE initiated indications are suspended)

	Measurement
	No (current behaviour is to continue with the source configuration)

	Proximity indication
	No

	IDC 
	No? (The consequences of UE applying autonomous denial in this period needs to be confirmed)

	PPI 
	No

	eMBMS
	No (there is no dedicated configuration for eMBMS anyway)


It seems not only possible but also suited to most scenarios to continue with the configuration during the transient phase.

Discussion #2: Discussion on possible issues with continuing with the UE configurations during re-establishment transient phase?  This should address not only the general scenario but also specifics for each feature.
	LGE
	 
[LGE] We have nothing to mention about this point because we do not support continuing UE configuration with the suspension at re-establishment.

	

	Qualcomm
	Please see the comment D1
	

	ZTE
	[ZTE] Please see the comment D1
	

	Ericsson
	[Ericsson] As PPI is only about sending the indication, there no issues. However, for IDC,  the whole IDC configuration should be suspending during re-establishment transient phase. The target network is not necessarily aware of autonomous denials. Furthermore, there should not be many UL messages during this transient phase except RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest which has high prio.

	

	CATT
	[CATT] We think the UE behaviour on the prohibit timer for PPI may need to be clarified. While continuing with the UE configuration during re-establishment transient phase, would T340 (which is running) be stopped or suspended or keep running? Releasing the configuration is a simple solution.

	If the decision it go with UE repeat for HO option (opposed to the network solution option), then note that UE will also need to repeat after a re-establishment because any indication provided to the source after the HO preparation initiation by the source will be lost after re-establishment.   As this is required irrespective of the timer running or not, it doesn’t really matter, I think, what we do with the timer during the re-establishment suspension.


	RIM
	RIM: As stated above, we think it would not make sense for the UE to send any of the UE assistance information during the transient phase (when only SRB1 is active and when the UE doesn’t know if the TeNB supports the features or not).  

	

	Intel
	See answer for discussion#1.
	


2.2 Handover
The two options are 1) to transfer any late indications over the network interfaces 2) Always have UE repeat the indications after the HO.  As the possible specification text for UE indication is still FFS in the individual CRs, it would be useful to progress both solutions to allow quick finalisation when the choice between the two is made.

2.2.1 Network based solution

A network based solution would be to provide any indication from the UE from the source eNB to the target eNB.  The procedure should ensure that the indication from the UE provided to the source shall be transferred to the target to prevent the need for re-transmission by the UE at the target side.  Since there is no “ack” in the source side for the HO command, the source eNB implementation will need to wait until it sure (probably timer based, i.e., after sending the HO command to the UE) that the UE has received the HO command before sending any received indication to the target eNB.  Currently, the PDCP SN transfer from the source to the target and this is specified by RAN3.  Possible solutions for transfer include an RRC container to be sent along with the PDCP SN transfer.  As such transfer will probably need to be timer based, one can expect some delay (possibly longer than the time for UE to access the target cell) before the indication is available in the target eNB.
Discussion #3: Discussion on possible issues and solutions with transfer of UE indication between the network nodes during HO.

	LGE
	[LGE] Basically, we do not think the issue is really serious, and so we do not want to introduce any mandatory UE behaviors to handle the case that UE indications are lost during HO. 
But, just in case we agree that the issue is really serious, we prefer network based solution, rather than UE based solution (e.g. want to avoid specifying conditions when UE repeats the indication after handover).

	I didn’t follow what you mean by “issue is not really serious”.  Since we have agreed that UE does not repeat an indication, then we need to ensure that the network keeps track of it irrespective of HOs.  Thus we need a solution – either on the network side or UE based -  to keep the network and UE in sync on what was last indicated.  But see also my comment below.

	
	[LGE] For IDC, smart UEs may send IDC indication after handover sooner or later, if IDC problem is still not solved.
Hence, we wonder if lost IDC indication during HO would cause serious problem.
Also, we do not think that lost PPI indication during HO would cause serious problem, because we assume that anyhow the network would try to ensure QoS irrespective of the recently received PPI.
 
On the other hand, regarding MBMS, if MBMS interest indication is lost during HO, the UE could not go to the MBMS frequency assuming that the UE does not repeat the indication.
Hence, the issue on the lost MBMS interest indication seems to be serious. 
If it is the case, we could introduce the network based solution only to MBMS interest indication, without change of MBMS UE behavior which is very stable in 36.331.

	from the protocol and stds point of view, we need a consistent and unambiguous behaviour and requirements on the network and UE and hence a clear choice of a solution (network based or UE based).

	Qualcomm
	We agree with LGE that a mandatory mechanism for the UE to figure out the condition to repeat the UL indication should be avoided. Allowing the UE to transmit UL indications with the last information after HO could be acceptable.

	

	
	I believe UL message delivery around handover is guaranteed in general and there are cases in which UL message is transmitted, but not received by the source eNB. So I am not sure the transfer of indication along with the PDCP SN status would be 100% reliable.

	I assume you are referring to the possibility of message sent by UE but not received an RLC Ack yet?  If so, yes, even for a network based solution, UE will need to “repeat” messages in the target cell that were not Acked by the source cell.


	NSN
	Sorry that I am not following all these RAN3 procedures but does PDCN SN status transfer solution also work for S1 HO as well?
	Yes, I believe so. 36.413 section 8.4.6     eNB Status Transfer

	ZTE
	[ZTE] Here we agree with Sudeep that we need to specify an unambiguous behaviour for the network and/or the UE. If no other UE-based or network-based solution can be agreed, for us it seems fine to reset the state (e.g. clear transmission history and timers, if any, at the UE side) after the completion of the HO and restart the feature.

	

	LGE
	Regarding the UE behavior during HO, apart from the UE/NW based solution, if any indication message is not ACKed by RLC of the source eNB, the UE RRC will consider the transmission of the indication unsuccessful.
Then, upon handover, the UE will re-establish PDCP and RLC for all established RBs, and so discard all stored PDU/SDU containing the indication message.
Hence, it is natural and clear that the UE RRC will re-send the indication message to the target eNB not due to this handover, but due to the failed transmission.
For the NW based solution, we prefer RRC-level container over a X2 message along with SN transfer in order to carry the indication message to the target eNB.

	Response from QC:

I do not think the following statement is accurate.
Today RRC checking on successful message delivery is done only for specific cases and I am not aware of any procedure requiring RRC to transmit a failed message in the target cell after handover. 
 
Hence, it is natural and clear that the UE RRC will re-send the indication message to the target eNB not due to this handover, but due to the failed transmission.
Response from Rapporteur:

Firstly, I agree with Masato that I don’t think we have not had a case where UE AS had to repeat an unacked message after the HO.  So a network based solution will also introduce a new UE requirement (in other words, it won’t be a pure network based solution).


	Ericsson
	[Ericsson] Simplest solution is that the UE is allowed to send the same content in the target eNB.

	

	CATT
	[CATT] Forwarding UE assistance information in MBMS, IDC and eDDA has already be agreed, and should be the baseline for this discussion. Actually, forwarding UE assistance information can bring critical enhancements which have been clearly identified in the meeting. According to the current agreement, the assistance information is forwarded in the AS-Context along with the Handover Request. And if the UE updated the assistance information after the indication was forwarded, then the UE can re-send the same indication. There should be no problem.

	

	RIM
	RIM: These issues were discussed at the meeting and the agreement was that the UE indication will be transferred from source to target during handover. 

	

	Samsung
	We understand that after the source forwarded the PDCP SN Status transfer it may still send RLC ACKs, meaning that the target eNB might still not be able to obtain status information sent just prior to HO. Thus, it seems the status forwarding as part of the PDCP SN Status transfer only reduces the likelihood of status mismatch, but does not really prevent it from happening. Thus, UE repeating the same indication seems to be the only proper solution.

	

	Intel
	[Intel] We prefer that UE may send the same indication after HO, which means it is up to UE implementation whether to send it or not.

	


Some concerns were raised about the network based solution that it cannot guarantee messages are not lost.

2.2.2 UE repetition of indication

The other option is to have UE provide it again in the target eNB after the HO.  Since this aspect is FFS in the individual feature CRs, we should also discuss how to capture the UE based solution if we should adopt this.  

Some possible solutions:

1) Use NOTE to capture a recommendation without going into specifics of how long the period is.  This could possibly result in UEs always repeating the message after HO. 

2) Use normative text to force UEs to always repeat after HO.
3) Define a hardcoded period before receipt of the HO command where any transmission by the UE will be repeated in the target side.  This hardcoded value should consider the worst case S1 HO preparation delay (which may be several 100s of ms).  This will require UE to store all indications for this period should a HO command happen in the future.

4) …
Note that if we adopt a “non-release” solution for re-establishment and UE based solution for HO, then UE must repeat the indication also after a re-establishment as any indication sent to the source side after the HO preparation will be “lost”.

Discussion #4: Discussion on possible solutions (as above) and related specification text to capture UE repetition of the indications made immediately prior to the Handover.
	LGE
	[LGE] If we rely on this UE repetition of the indications for HO, we like to specify UE behavior with ‘UE may’.
And we like to leave detailed behavior to UE implementation 
It may be also fine that recommended UE behavior is written as a note in 36.331.

	To ensure that UE and network are in sync on what was signaled, it has to be a “UE shall” for a UE based solution for continuation of the past indication.  It is of course optional and up to the UE not to provide an indication if it doesn’t want to (i.e, UE does not care of power saving);  but that is something like a “fresh start” to the state machine after HO.  This can be tricky to capture as we see on the stage 3 CR discussions related to PPI.

	Qualcomm
	We do not want to introduce a UE mechanism figuring out “immediately prior to HO”.

	

	NSN
	1 IDC 
1.1. Missing “I have IDC problem”: UE most likely will repeat because interference situation continues. => No problem
1.2. Missing “I don’t have IDC problem any more”: Will UE ever repeat this after the handover? When the target eNB misses the no IDC reporting, when eNB can consider the IDC problem does not exist any more?
 
2.       MBMS Interest indication
2.1 Missing “I am interested in MBMS”: UE will most likely repeat because it does not receive the MBMS service => No problem
2.2: Missing “I am not interested in MBMS any more”: Will UE ever repeat this information after the handover? Based on what? If target eNB misses this information, when eNB can consider that UE is not interested in MBMS any more?
 
3.       PPI 
3.1 Missing Power saving: Regardless what DRX is configured to UE, if UE does not like the current DRX configuration, it will just repeat the same information. 
3.2. Missing normal: Depending on what UE thinks normal configuration, UE may or may not repeat this information after the handover.
 
Thus I can see some difference between IDC/MBMS vs PPI. For PPI, as the trigger of sending the indication is totally up to UE and the motivation can be different per UE implementation, UE action after the HO can be very different. And I even don’t know whether sending the same PPI again after HO is a smart UE behaviour or a stupid UE behaviour..
 
Then for Yongdae’s and Masato’s preference on not specifying UE behaviour, if the preference of UE vendors is “UE may repeat”, I think there is no reason to forward IDC, MBMS interest indication and PPI indication during the HO. This just can cause trouble as the information may be different between UE and network. Thus to me, if we go for “UE may repeat”, then we should not forward the UL information during HO preparation but target just should understand whether this UL indication is activated or not and consider it did not receive anything until UE says something in the target cell.

	We are only discussing about UE indications sent between the HO prep and actual HO.  Transfer of indications as part of the HO prep is already agreed (where relevant) as part of the respective WIs and is not part of this discussion.

	
	I know that transfer of indications during the HO preparation is already agreed. However if target eNB cannot use them reliably and in case the information between eNB and UE may be different after the handover and there is no way to synchronize the information again, transferring UL information to target eNB is even harmful and we should reconsider the decision.
 
Masato, you said that the transferring of indication is needed for the target eNB to be able to determine proper target configuration in HO command. However, if the information is not entirely reliable and there is a risk that the information in UE and network may be different, I would rather turn off this UL configuration during HO and turn on again in the target if needed. Or If UL information is not transferred to target eNB, target eNB would just count on what is activated in the source eNB instead of trusting what UE reported.
 
Anyway, I believe many want to keep the agreement as it is and want to forward the UL indications to the target eNB. In that case, I would like to understand how the target eNB can synchronize back with the information in the UE in case one UL message is missing. So Masato and Youngdae want to say UE may repeat the UL information. How can this guarantee, target eNB will always receive the missing UL message?

	The transfer during HO preparation is for use by the target for the HO command.  I don’t think there is any issue with that.  Of course, while network is acting on the message received before HO preparation, it may receive another indication but network has to work on one message at a time.  I would not say it makes the first indication or acting on it unreliable.   In any case, this particular point on the benefit of transfer in HO preparation and I think this not directly within the scope of this email discussion and I would like to keep with the current decision here.  

Yes, that was also my comment earlier.  Whatever solution we choose, at the protocol level we need to ensure that the UE and network are synchronised.  If we go with a UE based solution, it has to be something like “UE shall resend any message sent to the source eNB before HO” to ensure this consistency.  If UE hasn’t sent anything, there is no requirement on the UE.  The other way would be reset the state (the transferred information) after completion of the HO and start afresh both on network and UE which will also synchronise the states.

	LGE
	Repetition of the same MBMS interest indication after HO is not specified in 36.331 as a normal case.
So, if UE is interested to receive MBMS, normally UE could not receive MBMS due to lost indication during HO, which will cause bad user experience.
 
From our perspective, 36.331 has been already stable for MBMS interest indication. 
Since we do not want to change real MBMS UE behaviors in 36.331, we prefer the NW based solution at least for MBMS interest indication, if the problem is serious. 

	On eMBMS:  I am told that eMBMS was done a bit before we started discussing this small period between HO prep and HO.  If that is so, then it is simply a case we simply haven’t handed this topic for eMBMS.  Perhaps others can confirm/correct?


	Ericsson
	[Ericsson] Note or procedural text are OK. For IDC and PPI, note is already adopted.

	

	CATT
	[CATT] From our understanding, the intention of re-sending the same indication is to cover a very small case during handover (probably only tens of ms). If the UE indication has no dependency on the handover events, then the update of UE indication during handover preparation would be very rare. Anyway, A NOTE in the specification would be enough to capture such UE behaviour. 

	

	RIM
	RIM: We think that this is just enabled to cover the corner case when the UE’s preference has changed after the handover has been initiated. We agree with other UE vendors that a sentence saying UE may repeat its preference after handover without specifying strong requirements on “timing” is sufficient to cover this rare case

	

	Samsung
	It may be difficult to precisely specify requirements for when the UE should re-send the status information covering both handover and re-establishment (considering the different triggers). Maybe this can be left to UE implementation. We do think the statements about allowing the repetition are best specified by regular statement rather than by an informative note.

	

	Intel
	[Intel] Note or procedural text are OK. For IDC and PPI, note is already adopted.

	

	ZTE
	We share the view that a network-based solution would not solve the issue completely, so we prefer a UE-based solution.

If there are concerns with specifying that - after HO - the UE should retransmit an indication in the target cell if an indication was sent in the source cell ‘prior to handover’, our suggestion is to replace such requirement with a reset/restart of the feature after HO.  


	


3 Summary and proposals

Summary of discussions on D1 and D2 on re-establishment

· There seems to be common understanding that these UE autonomous messages shall not be sent in the transient period between re-establishment and first reconfiguration.

· With regard to the functionality in the transient period, at least for IDC, suspension or release (as opposed to continuation) of the configuration was the preferred solution of all companies.

· Opinion was divided between UE autonomous release of specific configurations and having a common handling aligned with Handover (no UE autonomous release).

· No specific issue was identified with suspension although there was some concern on how to implement suspension in UE.

Based on the above summary, the following proposal is made:

Proposal #1: Agree on a general principle that all UE autonomously initiated messages (currently only UE Assistance information) is not sent during re-establishment.  The corresponding functionality is either released or suspended during re-establishment (FFS).

A draft CR showing a possible implementation of the suspension was provided during the email discussion.  An update of the CR also taking into account that the functionality is to be suspended is provided in R2-125717 [2].

It is further proposed to continue discussion to decide between suspension and release.
Summary of the discussion on D3 and D4

A concern was raised against network based solution that it cannot guarantee transfer of indications that have not been acked by the source eNB, which will then require re-transmission by the UE at the target side.  It was then noted that this is no longer a pure network based solution.  A draft TP for this solution was provided during the email discussion.
Significant majority preferred the UE repetition solution over a network based solution.  On a UE based solution, majority preferred to “allow UE to resend the message”, with slight preference for normative text over a NOTE.
Based on the above summary, the following proposal is made:
Proposal #2: It is proposed to adopt a UE based solution with “allow UE to resend the message”.
It is further proposed to continue discussion to adopt an acceptable common text to capture the above proposal #2.  Some text proposals mentioned during the email discussion is shown in Annex A.
A further CR to capture the network behaviour for the above proposal #2 is provided in R2-125730 [3] for discussion.  
4 References 

[1] R2-124985 “Transmissions of UE initiated messages immediately after RRC Connection Reestablishment”
[2] R2-125717 Suspension of UE initiated messages during re-establishment Alcatel-Lucent

[3] R2-125730 Clarification of network handling of UE assistance information Alcatel-Lucent
5 Annex A:

Some proposals mentioned during the email discussion for common handling of the “UE allowed to resend ..” behaviour:
1) NOTE:
After successful handover, the UE is allowed to retransmit the [x] (i.e. same contents) provided that the last transmission was performed before handover.
2) A UE capable of providing [..] indications in RRC_CONNECTED may initiate the procedure in several cases including upon being configured for [..] indications and upon change of [..] information.

Upon initiating the procedure, a UE in RRC_CONNECTED shall:

1>  if configured to provide [xx]:

2>  if the UE did not transmit an [xx] indication since last entering RRC_CONNECTED on the current Pcell it was configured to provide [xx] indications:

3> [..]

4>  initiate the transmission of the [..] message in accordance with [..];

2>  else:

3>  [..]

4>  initiate the transmission of the [..] message in accordance with [..];

3) 
A UE capable of providing I[..] indications in RRC_CONNECTED may evaluate the need to trigger UE assistance information in several cases including upon being configured for [..] indications and upon change of [..] information.

When evaluating the need to trigger UE assistance information for [..] indications, a UE in RRC_CONNECTED shall:

1>
if configured to provide [xx]:
2>
if the UE did not transmit an [xx] indication since it was configured to provide [xx] indications:

3> [..]
4>
initiate the transmission of the [..]message in accordance with [..];
2>
else:

3>
[]

4>
initiate the transmission of the [..] message in accordance with [..];

2> else if the UE has performed a mobility (i.e. handover, RRC connection re-establishment) procedure and UE had transmitted an [xx] indication prior to the mobility procedure:

3> initiate the transmission of the [..] message in accordance with [..].
