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1. Introduction

This document is a brief consideration of the channel-specific handling of the error case where a UE receives a message with a mandatory field unexpectedly missing.

2. Discussion

In section 5.7.4 of TS 36.331, the handling of the “mandatory field missing” error case is separated out by channels.  In the case of a message on DCCH, the UE ignores the message, while on common channels it attempts to find some appropriate portion of the message to ignore (e.g., the affected entry in a SEQUENCE OF construction) while processing the rest normally.
For channels that truly are common, and especially for the PCCH, this behaviour is clearly apt; the UE may be receiving a message in which some fields are directed only to later-release UEs, and it should be able to continue processing those portions of the message that it “understands”.  A concrete example is that a paging record addressing a Rel-9 UE need not be backward compatible with the equivalent Rel-8 record, and the UE should be able to ignore other UEs’ paging records while continuing to process the actual RRC Paging message.

However, this analysis does not apply to the CCCH.  In Rel-8, the only downlink messages for which this error could occur are RRCConnectionReestablishment and RRCConnectionSetup (the other DL CCCH messages contain no IEs that could trigger this error).  These messages, containing a dedicated radio configuration, are sent before the network has any information about the addressed UE, and are intended always to be decodable by any UE; thus an error in these particular messages represents a true network error case, and it is not obviously useful for the UE to attempt to salvage part of the configuration in the case of a malfunctioning network.  It is more consistent with the spirit of the error handling for the UE to ignore the entire message, as if it had arrived on a DCCH.
From the implementation standpoint, this approach is also more logical, since it allows the error handling to be associated with the dedicated configuration (which should always be correctly constructed for the UE being addressed)  independent of its context, rather than needing to maintain an extra flag during the processing of lower-level IEs to indicate which logical channel delivered the message.
3. Conclusion
We propose that the handling of this case should be aligned between DCCH and CCCH.  A CR is provided in [1].
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