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1 Introduction

CB: # 1_Ch10_corrections

- Review current status of discussion w.r.t. “comprehension” vs. “support”

- agree 1761, 1762

- agree and capture in the meeting minutes that RAN3 will consider the agreed CRs to apply in fact for pre-Rel-17 functions and protocol elements and abstain from introducing cause values supporting implementations which do not respect the functional equivalence of “comprehension” and “support”

(E/// - moderator)

[NWM] Summary of offline disc R3-212599
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-211761 revised in R3-212882– agreed
R3-211762 revised in R3-212883 – agreed
capture in the chairman’s minutes the following agreement:

RAN3 will consider the agreed CRs in R3-212882 and R3-212883 to apply in fact for pre-Rel-17 functions and protocol elements and abstain from introducing cause values supporting implementations which do not respect the functional equivalence of “comprehension” and “support” for abstract syntax error handling.

3 Discussion [if needed]
3.1 Collecting comments on the approach to go for Rel-17 CRs
Please provide your views on the approach to agree Rel-17 CRs.
	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	The approach to go for Rel-17 only, i.e. not for Rel-15, is likely ok.

	
	

	
	


3.2 Collecting comments, if any, on the actual CRs
This gives the possibility to collect additional comments, if any, on the CRs in [2] and [3]
	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	On the added “6.
receives IEs or IE groups for a functionality that is not supported.”, want to understand more.
we can see today our spec has such description in 4.1 already:
2)
Functionality which "shall, if supported" be executed


The procedure text indicates that the receiving node "shall, if supported," perform a certain function Y under a certain condition. If the receiving node supports procedure X, but does not support functionality Y, the receiving node shall proceed with the execution of the EP, possibly informing the requesting node about the not supported functionality.

Then wonder how to relate the added case 6 and this already specified “shall, if supported”.

reply 1 Ericsson
In our view, section 4 and section 10 are related to different levels of protocol handling: section 4.1 deals with “Procedure specification principles”, hence this relates to the logical handling of the protocol (if you consider Figure 10.1-1 to visualize this concept), whereas 10.3.1 deals with protocol handling on a lower level (abstract syntax).
reply 1 NEC

The added text “6.               receives IEs or IE groups for a functionality that is not supported.” should be different from the already existing “1.            receives IEs or IE groups that cannot be understood (unknown IE ID);”, 
the 1 is that the receiver does not even understand the IE ID.

the added 6. is for the case that the receiver comprehend the IE (e.g. IE ID) but the functionality of the IE is not supported.

Today, when the receiver understand the IE and neither case 2, 3, 4, 5 in chapter 10.3.1 occur, then the process will goes upper (as you showed the figure 10.1-1), then the process will go out of Abstract Syntax Error.

If the process goes upper, it may have a chance of logical error.

Look at the 10.4 Logical Error, it says “Logical error situations occur when a message is comprehended correctly, but the information contained within the message is not valid (i.e., semantic error), or describes a procedure which is not compatible with the state of the receiver.” 

Then this will go to the chapter 4.1 Procedure Specification Principles. 

Here we have the description of the "shall, if supported" e.g. “If the receiving node supports procedure X, but does not support functionality Y,”, which may correspond what you try to express i.e. the receiving node comprehend the IE or IE groups in a signaling message of a procedure X, but does not support the functionality Y of the IE or IE groups. 

If this will be the understanding, then the added “6.               receives IEs or IE groups for a functionality that is not supported.” in 10.3.1 may be not so helpful.

reply 2 Ericsson

The function the new item 6 specifies (along our common understanding) is the fact that both, an unknown IE ID *and* a known IE with not respective functionality implemented shall be treated along the criticality assigned to it.
Only if the assigned criticality is set to “ignored” then the functional execution commences (on “logical level”) along the supported information,  where the procedure text “shall, if supported” applies, if it is related to such IEs which non-comprehension is “ignored”.

Item 6 is the gap we have to close with this CR

reply 2 NEC

So the added case 6 includes both an unknown IE ID and a known IE (but its function is not supported).
If an unknown IE ID is detected then in any case it is covered by the existing case 1. If its criticality is “ignore”, then will further process other IEs. If other IEs are all comprehended, the process will pass to upper for logical check.

Then what does the added case 6 add more value?

reply 3 Ericsson

Whether item 6 covers both cases, we could debate at length, but what is for sure is that item 1 does not contain the “not supported” case in all clarity.


	Nokia
	provided comment to also include in 10.3.1 “case 6” in the last paragraph reading
If an Abstract Syntax Error occurs, the receiver shall read the remaining message and shall then for each detected Abstract Syntax Error that belong to cases 1-3 and 6 act according 

	
	


3.3 Collecting comments, if any, on the agreeing the applicability of the CRs for pre-Rel-17 protocol elements
This gives the possibility to comment, if necessary, on the proposed text for the chairman’s minutes, as discussed and proposed in [1]:

RAN3 will consider the agreed CRs in R3-211761 and R3211762 to apply in fact for pre-Rel-17 functions and protocol elements and abstain from introducing cause values supporting implementations which do not respect the functional equivalence of “comprehension” and “support”.

	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	I guess with this CR and the above proposed green text, then it tries to prevent in future introducing cause value like “function xxx is not supported”.  
A question would be, would this CR and above green text also prevent introducing kind of supporting indicator IE?


	NEC
	One more thing to check, for the point you proposed to capture in the chairman’s minutes:
“abstain from introducing cause values supporting implementations which do not respect the functional equivalence of “comprehension” and “support””
when the added case “6.               receives IEs or IE groups for a functionality that is not supported.” apply, and if the criticality is “reject” then will end here in abstract syntax level, no need to introduce new cause value, this is true.

If the criticality is “ignore”, the process will go to logical level as e.g. in the chapter 4.1 Procedure Specification Principles i.e. the "shall, if supported"  level. At this level if the function is not supported, the receiver may ignore an keep going the EP, or may send back something, then here still can lead to introducing some cause values when the function is not supported, not the case?

(see 4.1 related description for "shall, if supported", “ The procedure text indicates that the receiving node "shall, if supported," perform a certain function Y under a certain condition. If the receiving node supports procedure X, but does not support functionality Y, the receiving node shall proceed with the execution of the EP, possibly informing the requesting node about the not supported functionality.”)

Or, in order to fully abstain from introducing cause values when any function is not supported, we need to always set the criticality “reject” for all newly added IEs or IE groups?



	Huawei
	The changes proposed are specifically for abstract syntax errors – so would it help to append the following?
RAN3 will consider the agreed CRs in R3-211761 and R3211762 to apply in fact for pre-Rel-17 functions and protocol elements and abstain from introducing cause values supporting implementations which do not respect the functional equivalence of “comprehension” and “support” for abstract syntax error handling.



	NEC
	Thanks for clarification.
That is true since the added case 6 is for handling in the abstract syntax level.

Then it is still not sure we will always need to set all newly added IE / IE groups to criticality to “reject” in order to avoid introducing new cause value for indicating that a function is not supported.

Or in other word, if we introduce criticality to “ignore”, will it automatically mean we will need to introduce new cause value to indicate the function is not supported. (I hope not).



	
	Reply by  Ericsson

we have been discussing a couple of meetings ago this very specific potential implementation where the receiving entity understood nothing but the new IE-id, with no functional implementation of that IE. Introducing cause values for such cases is now precluded with this common understanding and, most important, not necessary, due to the functional equivalence of the terms “support” and “comprehension” introduced with the CR. Whether or not to regard the comprehension of a (newly introduced) IE so important that a receiving entity shall reject the whole procedure if not comprehending that IE has to be decided on a case by case basis, as we always did in the past (probably not always very careful, as you might see in the discussions in CB#13).
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