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1. Introduction 

During the last meeting it was discussed if there was a need to identify which optional parameters are needed in the handover preparation message and how much normative text we should have on this. It was concluded to have an email discussion up to the next meeting to discuss the issue.

This document lists the main issues associated to the email discussion identifier: [63bis_LTE_B05]. 
In R2-085461[1], we identified two conditional parameters (pdcp-SN-Size and discardTimer), where the UE condition was not suitable when used in the handover preparation message sent between source and target ENB. This raised the question whether those 2 parameters were the only ones to be considered, or if RAN2 should review all the AS parameters in order to check their correct conditional inclusion into the HO preparation message. 
An alternative to this extensive analysis would be to include in RRC (section TBD) a general statement like “source eNB shall include any optional IE required to describe the current UE AS configuration, i.e. it should be clear that the “need” or “cond” statements are not applied in case of sending the IEs from Source-eNB to Target-eNB.”. From another point of view this does not bring much normative behaviour, but on the other hand the RRC specification is not supposed to go beyond UE requirements. 

In summary, the basic questions for discussion are:

1: How to capture conditional inclusions of IE’s in the handover preparation container? 


2: Up to what level do we want to specify normative behaviour?


3: How do we capture it?
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2. Discussion

2.1. How to capture conditional inclusions of IE’s in the handover preparation container? 
	Company
	Opinion

	NEC
	Include in RRC a general statement like “source eNB shall include any optional IE required to describe the current UE AS configuration, i.e. it should be clear that the “need” or “cond” statements are not applied in case of sending the IEs from Source-eNB to Target-eNB.

	Nokia/NSN
	Nokia/NSN also prefer general statement.

	Ericsson
	Ericsson agrees with NSN and NEC that a general statement clearly indicating that the conditional presence in section 6 only applies to eNB to UE communication. The proposal from Nokia/NSN is one possibility, though we would slightly prefer to have this sentence in a normative section (i.e. not in a note).

	Samsung
	Remove text relating to HandoverPreparationInformation message in UE condition “Handover” in section 6 for the securityConfiguration IE.


2.2. Up to what level do we want to specify normative behaviour?
	Company
	Opinion

	NEC
	Although it should be defined clearly for the optimization in the long run only the general description will be included for now.

	Nokia/NSN
	As we already have similar statements in 10.3 IE definition below AS-Configuration definition.

NOTE The AS-Configuration re-uses information elements

primarily created to cover the radio interface signalling requirements. Consequently, the information elements may include some parameters that are not relevant for the target eNB e.g. the SFN as included in the MasterInformationBlock. 

The proposal is to extend this statement. Something like "Also some information elements should be included regardless the Need or the Condition, e.g. discardTimer."

	Ericsson
	The eNB normative behaviour should be defined to a level that ensures inter-operability between eNBs from different vendors. Whether this should include e.g. listing mandatory information elements in the AS container or if a more generic statement (e.g. "the AS container should include all IEs necessary to describe the AS context") is sufficient, is not clear to us at the moment.

	Ericsson
	Regarding the need to list the mandatory fields, we have not analyzed the message contents in detail, but clearly at least discardTimer and pdcp-SN-Size seem to belong to the list of parameters.

	Nokia/NSN
	Think the list may be a good idea to improve the eNB interoperability. However, as this will not have any impact to ASN.1, prefer doing it later.(Maybe after ASN.1 freezing?) For the details, will we need two lists? One for intra-LTE and the other for inter-RAT to LTE?

And I start to wonder if at least MIB, SIB1 and SIB2 in the container have to be optional. Otherwise how 2G/3G system can provide them?


2.3. How do we capture it?
	Company
	Opinion

	NEC
	Relevant section for inclusion of the general statement within RRC (section TBD).

	Nokia/NSN
	In section 10.3 and added to the existing note.

	Ericsson
	The S1/X2 hand-over preparation procedure is specified in 36.413/36.423. One possibility would be to describe in the required eNB behaviour in 36.413/36.423, together with the rest of the eNB actions.

This would also allow uniform handling of the error cases (e.g. when the AS container contains an error, or does not contain all necessary information).

	Ericsson
	Regarding what to specify in 36.413/36.423, I think it can be expected that some error handling regarding AS Container needs to be specified.

For the moment, we were thinking that maybe it would be sufficient to have a statement stating that if the eNB does not receive all required information in the AS container, it can reject the procedure. As mentioned above, this might be complemented by a list of mandatory information elements in 36.331.


3. Conclusion

The conclusion and way forward for the email discussion is as follows:

Issue 1: How to capture conditional inclusions of IE’s in the handover preparation container ?

Addition of a general statement in section 10.3 of 36.331 as follows:

The AS-Configuration transferred between Source-eNB and Target-eNB shall include all IEs necessary to describe the AS context. The conditional presence in section 6 is only applicable for eNB to UE communication.

The "need" or "cond" statements are not applied in case of sending the IEs from Source-eNB to Target-eNB. Some information elements shall be included regardless of the "need" or "cond" e.g. discardTimer, pdcp-SN-Size.

The AS-Configuration re-uses information elements primarily created to cover the radio interface signaling requirements. The information elements may include some parameters that are not relevant for the target eNB e.g. the SFN as included in the MasterInformationBlock. 

The existing note has been merged into the general statement and so can be removed.

Issue 2: Up to what level do we want to specify normative behaviour?

A general statement for now would be sufficient to ensure inter-operability between eNBs from different vendors. 

Later on (after ASN.1 freezing) it would be good to add a list of mandatory information elements into 36.331. For now discardTimer and pdcp-SN-Size have been identified. We may also need two lists, one for intra-LTE and the other for inter-RAT. It was also identified that the MIB, SIB1 and SIB2 in the container may have to be optional for 2G/3G system operation.

Issue 3:  How do we capture it?
Addition of a general statement in 36.314/36.423 stating that if the eNB does not receive all required information in the AS container, it can reject the procedure. As mentioned above, this might be complemented by a list of mandatory information elements in 36.331.
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