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1
Introduction
This document summerizes e-mail discussion on the RRC general error handling [63_LTE_05]. The intention was to resolve which cases should be covered in 5.7 section in TS 36.331 and how to use RRC STATUS message, as in the current specification it is not specified when the UE can not comply with a message which doesn't have a proper failure message. An initial discussion was held at the RAN2#63 meeting in Cheju. The contributions [3] and [4] started the discussion.
2
Email exchange overview
The kickoff email assumed that two error cases had been agreed after short dialogue during RAN2#63 meeting:

1. ASN.1 violation or ancoding error

2. Unknown or unforeseen message type

Both are derived from UMTS error cases. Besides, in TS 25.331 we have some more cases defined.
Hence some doubts focused on the query:

- 
How many cases should be specified for LTE?

Regardless of not too many comments received the additional questions have been highlighted:

· Which channels should be concerned in terms of Generic error handling (common or dedicated)?
· Do we need RRC STATUS message at all?

Summary of email exchange:
NEC proposes to start with the cases 1&2 for now and see in the future if we need something else. The company thinks adding more specification about erroneous behaviour must be justified by a real need. They also want to remind that specyfing more cases would mean also more testing.
Samsung  supports the smaller number of error cases too, but apart from:

1. ASN.1 violation or encoding error

2. Not supported protocol extension

They propose additionally:

3. Other errors 
However they highlight the main issue on this topic should be distinguishing the error handling for common and dedicated channels. 

Samsung suggestion for Common channels is to clearly specify how the UE shall handle unsupported extensions e.g. spares.  Moreover for common messages, we should only need to specify which IEs the UE shall act on (if any), which IE values it shall assume. The UE does not return a message to notify E-UTRAN about the failure.
In terms of dedicated channels their preference is to skip general error handling for all dedicated messages other than the reconfiguraiton which means no need for a RRC Status message at all.

For discussed section 5.7 Samsung included TP in [5].The Tdoc is a valuable input to the discussion. It provides the review of error types as defined in 25.331 and indicates that all types of error on dedicated channels can be considered as network implementation errors. According to the agreement “not to specify UE requirements regarding network implementation errors”, it seems to be justified to define error cases for Common Channels only. 
NSN view :Even though the initial thought was it would be useful for network to get some rough indication from UE when UE received erroneous message, it wasn't very strong desire as all the identified error cases are network implementation issue. As RAN2 agreed to limit the UE requirements with respect to handling network errors, the proposal to remove RRC STATUS message seems to be reasonable. 
Fundamentally NSN also agrees that the UE should ignore the erroneous RRC messages or known parmeters received on CCCH, PCCH or BCCH. But we have some concern about the CCCH messages to do this as we have critical extension container for those messages. 
Due to our doubts we raised some questions on the reflector, which are still open:
Do we need any text for even generic CCCH message error handling?
Since “ASN.1 violation or endoding error” is again network implementation error maybe we don't need to specify this case?
For “Not supported protocol extension”, shouldn't UE just ingnore the unknown message or unknown IE? If this is the case, do we need to specify this in the specification?

3
Conclusion
Input to the email discussion was received from NEC, Samsung and Nokia/NSN. Basically companies share the opinion the UE requirements with respect to generic error handling should be limited. With respect to that there is a proposal to remove RRC STATUS message.

The clear conclusion concerns generic error handling for RRC messages on DCCH. On dedicated channels, all listed types of errors can be considered as network implementation errors, hence there is no real need for specifying that. 
Therefore the fallowing set of error cases is proposed only for Common Channels:
1. ASN.1 violation or encoding error

2. Not supported protocol extension
3. Other errors
Before making final decision the corresponding text proposal provided by Samsung in [5] should be discussed, as there is no clear direction of how error cases should be defined.
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