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1 Introduction
Reference [3] was presented at RAN2 #58bis and Proposal 1 was agreed. Proposal 2 was not agreed, but a modified principle including the so called OC and OD conditions seemed agreeable. Hence paper with a modified Proposal 2 was invited.
This is an updated version of reference [3], where Proposal 2 (chapter 3) is modified to allow two alternative results of an omitted High Level IE. Either the associated Elementary Procedure continues using the previous configuration or it is terminated. 
Only the text above, in section 3 and two added references are changed compared to [3].
The need for generic or specific failure messages at RRC Configuration Change has been listed as an open issue for the RRC Stage 3 drafting. To avoid complexity and interdependency following from partly accepted configuration messages, we find that only generic error responses should introduced. 
A related issue concerns the principles of handling IEs and functionality related to IEs that are missing from a High Level IE. Foremost, we find it important to create simple rules for handling the absence of IEs.:

· The absence of a high level IE should not trigger the corresponding Elementary Procedure. Existing values (and functionality) associated with the Elementary Procedure should be kept. 

The behaviour to be specified in the absence of lower-level IEs from a high level IE should be considered carefully in RAN2. “Mandating” presence of IEs simplifies specification work, conformance testing and UE implementation at the cost of message size.  Thus, it is important to consider at which hierarchical level the presence of IEs should be required. 
Below, we motivate our viewpoints in more detail. 
2 Discussion 

The present draft proposal for the RRC specification ‎[2] builds on a solution where the presence of a High Level IE in a message will trigger the execution of a corresponding Elementary Procedure. For example, the presence of Measurement Configuration IE or eNB Relocation IE would trigger the procedures Measurement Configuration Procedure and Handover Procedure, respectively. 

Consequently, if several Elementary Procedures are triggered by one common signal, it has been discussed if parts of the procedures could be accepted even if some of the Elementary Procedures fail. 

In this contribution, we express our view that no partial acceptance should be allowed.  Thus, we only see a need for a generic error handling procedure related to the high level procedures, possibly enhanced with some cause indications revealing the reason for the error. 
Accepting parts of a re-configuration message could leave the terminal in an intermediate “limbo” state, with incompatible configuration of different functional aspects of the UE. Consider e.g. an RRC Connection Change message including IE:s triggering both Handover and Radio Resource procedures. If the UE would accept the radio re-configuration but reject the handover, it could lead to a loss of the UE in case the new radio configuration is incompatible with the current cell. 

Thus, we find that RRC high level procedures should be either rejected or accepted without means for partial acceptance or rejection. We expect that many unpredictable error cases can be avoided by not allowing for partial acceptance. We note that a deployment could still execute independent Elementary Procedures in sequence by executing several high level reconfiguration procedures one after another, in case selective acceptance or rejection of the Elementary Procedures is desirable.   
A related issue concerns the handling of configuration parameters in case an IE is absent form the High Level IE.  Here, we assume that the RRC specification will build on a hierarchy with High Level IEs that can contain IEs, which in turn contain parameters, c.f. Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Assumed IE and parameter structure in the LTE RRC protocol. 
The simplest approach would be to mandate the presence of all IEs in a high level IE, i.e. to re-configure all aspects related to the Elementary Procedure if the High Level IE is present. The other extreme is to allow fore individual parameters to be “optional”, such that their current value (and associated functionality)  is kept in the UE in case the parameter is not present in a re-configuration message. The former approach would be simplest for conformance testing, while the latter would reduce the size of re-configuration messages.  
Consider e.g. the configuration of measurements: It appears attractive that only one class of measurements should be reconfigurable without necessarily re-configuring and re-starting all measurement classes. For example, it could be desirable to reconfigure inter-RAT measurements without affecting intra-LTE measurements.  On the other hand, it could be questioned if it shall be possible to re-configure a limited set of inter-RAT measurement parameters only, or if all aspects related to inter-RAT measurements should be re-set if the relevant “inter-RAT measurement IE” is present in the “Measurement Configuration” High-Level IE.  
The behaviour to be specified in the absence of lower-level IEs from a high level IE should be considered carefully in RAN2. “Mandating” presence of IEs simplifies specification work, conformance testing and UE implementation at the cost of message size. Thus, the hierarchical level at which IEs are mandated should therefore be considered carefully. 
3 Conclusion

Following the discussion above, we suggest that RAN2 agrees on the following principles for the LTE RRC specification work: 

Proposal 1: High level RRC re-configuration procedures shall either be rejected or accepted. No selective acceptance or rejection of Elementary Procedures triggered by the relevant high level RRC procedures shall be supported. 

Proposal 2: The absence of a high level IE should not trigger the corresponding Elementary Procedure. The absence can trigger one of two different results: (1) Existing values (and functionality) associated with the Elementary Procedure should be kept or (2) the associated Elementary Procedure should be terminated. The alternative (1) or (2) can be selected per high level IE by specification or explicit parameter in the RRC Configuration Change message (FFS).
Note: If the behaviour is described in the tabular description of the RRC message, then the high level IEs are designated Optional Continue (OC) or Optional Discontinue (OD) as proposed in [4].
We also find that the rules for absent IEs in High Level IEs  should be handled with as simple rules as possible. We urge RAN2 to carefully consider how to “mandate” the presence of IEs in High Level IEs.   
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