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1
Introduction
Based on some LS exchange in the early 2008, RAN2 and RAN3 had agreed on work split regarding RRM parameters exchange during HO preparation phase. The agreement was RAN2 takes care of the UE specific RRM parameters while RAN3 takes care of the cell specific RRM parameters. However, some companies in RAN3 claimed that the work split was not clear enough and we re-visited this issue during RAN2 #63 meeting. Also it turned out that this unclearity is not only concering the RRM area but more clear work split is needed in general.
This contribution is aiming to clarify what should be defined in RRC container and what should be defined in RAN3 AP specifications.
2
Discussion
During HO preparation phase, there are two ways to deliver the parameters from source eNB to target eNB. 

1) RRC Transparent container 

2) X2 or S1 AP protocol. (X2: HO Request or S1: HO Rquired + HO Request)
Thus, sometimes RAN2 and RAN3 are considering the same parameter in their own specification and this causes confusions. In theory, parameter can be defined in either way and the result will be very similar. However for the work efficiency, the work split between RAN2 and RAN3 should be clear.

In general, RRC container has the following characteristics.

· Regardless HO type (S1 HO or X2 HO), the same information will be transferred from source eNB to target eNB.

· In case of inter-RAT HO to LTE, this RRC Container will be sent from source RAT system.

· The contents of RRC container are transparent to MME in case of S1 handover.

Therefore, it is logical to include the parameters in the RRC container in case that any parameters are UE specific (i.e, not cell specific) and fits above characteristics.
Rule 1: The parameter is defined per UE. (i.e, not cell specific)
Rule 2: In case of S1 HO, the parameter shall be transparent to MME.

Rule 3: The parameter needs to be delivered from source eNB to target eNB regardless HO type (S1 HO or X2 HO).

Additionally, even though some parameters meet the above rules, they can be provided by MME as well because MME has the same copy of the parameters. (e.g, UE Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate, Handover Restriction List, UE seurity capability, UE radio access capability) For this case, if the parameter is created in AS layer, it is better to include the parmeter in the RRC container because the knowledge of the paremter is in RAN2 and the definition of the parameter is also in RAN2 specfication. Thus among the above parameters, UE radio access capability should be definied in the RRC container and the rest of the paremter should be provided by MME in S1: HO Request message.
Rule 4: Among the parameters which are available in both eNB and MME and shall be transferred to the target eNB during HO preparation, the parameter is created in AS layer.

We propose that in case all four rules are met, the parmeter shall be defined in RRC container and RAN2 is responsible. (Including AS configuration, RRM configuration and AS context) Otherwise, the parameter should be defined in X2 and S1 application protocol specifications and RAN3 is responsible.
3
Conclusion & Proposal
In this contribution, work split between RAN2 and RAN3 is clarified as following: 

Rule 1: The parameter is defined per UE. (i.e, not cell specific)

Rule 2: In case of S1 HO, MME shall not look into the parameter.

Rule 3: The parameter needs to be delivered from source eNB to target eNB regardless HO type (S1 HO or X2 HO).

Rule 4: Among the parameters which are available in both eNB and MME and shall be transferred to the target eNB during HO preparation, the parameter is created in AS layer.

In case all four rules are met, the parmeter shall be defined in RRC container and RAN2 is responsible. (Including AS configuration, RRM configuration and AS context) Otherwise, the parameter should be defined in X2 and S1 application protocol specifications and RAN3 is responsible.

It is proposed to agree on above conclusion and send LS to RAN3 to notify them.
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