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1 Purpose

In RAN#13, RAN requested all subgroups for a clean-up of the specifications to prevent interoperability efforts at early stages (Tdoc RP-010712).

2 Introduction

In RAN3#xx, a complete clean-up of the specifications was carried out in order to review all conditional IEs and put them into square angle.

The conditinal IEs could be partitionned at that time into two categories:

· conditional based on the message

· conditional based on history

It was decided to keep the only ‘conditional based on message’ IEs as conditional ones in terms of presence information in the tabular and as a result the ones whose presence handling should be considered at abstract syntax level.

The other ones were moved into ‘optional’ status in tabular format and assumed to be handled according to the procedural text.

However, as far as the error handling is concerned, the case of the first category (‘message based IEs’) was clearly covered at its abstract syntax level with a new concept of ‘erroneously present’ IEs in section 10.3.6. This clearly covers the two possible cases of how to behave if the IE is erroneously present and the case it is erroneously absent.

However, for the second category the equivalent concept and associated error handling is currently not defined.

3 Analysis

3.1 Missing IEs

The missing IE case against the procedure text corresponds to the following:

“missing IE”: the procedure text says : “shall be present if condition1” and the IE is absent whereas the condition1 is met,

It is considered that the explicit mandate in the procedure text for the involved IEs leads the absence to a semantic faulty situation so that ‘logical error’ handling of section 10.4 is to be applied to this case.

3.2 Unexpected IEs

The behaviours corresponding to unexpected IE against the procedure text can be defined in two scenarios:

Case1:  “Extra IE”: the procedure text only says “shall be present if condition1”, the IE is present whereas condition1 is not met,

Comment case1: this case 1 may not necessarily be seen as an error situation like missing IEs. Since we are at logical level, the presence of this IE is quite independent of the presence of other IEs. To that respect it can be considered harmful for the application to have this extra information. Consequently, provided that no text stipulates its absence (i.e. it is not involved at the same time by the case 2 mentioned below), it is proposed that this case is not considered as a logical error.

Consequently, the sender may include such IEs, and if the IE is received, the receiver may ignore it or use it as it wishes. This is left implementation dependant.

Besides, it is considered that this case is however to be specified because a similar situation at abstract syntax level leads to an erroneously present case which may end up in rejecting the procedure.

Case2: “Extra IE”: the procedure text says “shall not be present if condition1”, the IE is present whereas condition1 is met,

Comment case2: as the text explicitly says that the IE shall not be present, its presence can be considered as an error. However, this does not imply that this undue IE will cause necessarily a semantic error or will create any incompatibility with the state of the receiver (i.e. like in 10.4). It is simply not expected. 

Therefore, it is considered to be not suitable and even damageable to terminate unsuccessfully the procedure in this case whereas all the necessary information expected to carry on with the procedure has been successfully received.

To that respect, it is proposed that in this case 2, the sender is not allowed to include this IE and if any receiver happens to receive it anyway, it shall not treat it and ignore it (i.e. continue with the procedure but not be allowed at all to treat the IE).

4 Handling of section 4.1

There is already the current statement applied to the messages of response type:

-
Any required inclusion of an optional IE in a response message is explicitly indicated in the procedure text. If the procedure text does not explicitly indicate that an optional IE shall be included in a response message, the optional IE shall not be included. 

Currently, the optional IEs of response messages are specified in the procedure text as in case 1 but due to section 4.1, they shall anyway be handled according to the case 2.

This means that for response messages, the sender shall not include the IE. This also means for the receiver that if it happens to be included, it shall be fully ignored and the procedure should go on. 

5 Relation with CR399 

In the Makuhari meeting (RAN3#25), a CR covered the cases of the inclusion of the optional IEs in the Error Indication messages. It allowed a broader inclusion of these IEs in line with the above-mentioned case 1 where it may be included by sender and may be used by receiver. 

6 Implementation and  Interoperability Efforts

The importance of error handling cases is tremendous when thinking of IOT testing phases. Indeed, it can be considered as very damageable to abort a RAB Assignment for example because of one present optional IE whose presence might only have been specified as mandatory in a few different cases.

The purpose of the clean-up is to reduce significantly the efforts to be spent on interoperability tests.

Useless tests can be averted at early stages by explicitely specifying clearly the behaviour of receiving nodes at application level for the unexpected presence/absence of IEs. It also saves efforts at early development stages in order not to cover all possible inclusion cases.

7 Proposal

It is proposed to agree on the following CR427 (in Tdoc R3-020514). 
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