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1. Introduction

In Shanghai meeting, there was a discussion on how Handover Complete should be transmitted in case of non-dedicated preamble in [1], since target eNB could not receive ciphered Handover Complete in Message 3 without associated UE identification. Current identified solution is to include UE ID in MAC header. However, in order to clarify UE behaviour on Handover Complete transmission, there are several issues to be clarified. This document discusses following issues on Handover Complete transmission
· New C-RNTI allocation by Handover Command message is optional or mandatory

· Message 3 (Handover Complete) structure

· Contention resolution in Message 4

2. Discussion
New C-RNTI allocation by Handover Command message is optional or mandatory
New C-RNTI allocation by Handover Command should be mandatory. C-RNTI in target cell would be used for UE identification in case of non-dedicated signature. Even if dedicated signature is allocated to UE, UE requires to use non-dedicated signature after validity period of dedicated signature. Therefore, it’s not really predictable whether C-RNTI is required in Message 3 transmission or not. 

Proposal1: New C-RNTI allocation by Handover Command is mandatory
Message 3 (Handover Complete) structure
We propose it should be possible for UE to prepare Handover Complete message (RRC message part of Message 3) irrespective of Message 2 contents in order to reduce the delay of Message 3 transmission. In case of RRC Connection establishment, RRC Connection Request can be generated by RRC before Message 1 transmission, as confirmed in Shanghai meeting in [2]. This behaviour can avoid a tight delay requirement for RRC and reduces the delay of Message 3 transmission. Likewise, we propose to apply same principle for Handover Complete message. Therefore, Handover Complete message, which UE prepare before Message 1 transmission, should have a fixed size.

In order to decide the detailed structure of Message 3, PDCP header, RLC header and MAC header have to be decided in addition to RRC message as Handover Complete. Similar to RRC Connection Request discussion, 72 bits restriction has to be considered. Following are issues on this aspect. 

· Whether complete integrity protection is required for Handover Complete, or not

· If complete integrity protection is used, 32bit MAC-I in PDCP is required. However, if short MAC-I like 16bit, as discussed in NAS Service Request, is required, this is additional complexity (e.g. additional PDCP format)
· Whether to use RLC AM, RLC UM, or RLC TM. 

· Handover Complete is a response message of Handover Command. In general, same RLC mode should be applied for both of them. However, if we can avoid segmentation for Handover Complete, RLC TM is one approach as same as RRC Connection Request.
· Whether to use normal MAC header like LCID/E/R/R sub-header or not. 

· In order to send other message (e.g. DL PDCP status report) with Handover Complete for good radio condition, MAC level multiplexing would be required. Therefore, MAC header like LCID/E/R/R sub-header is required, if multiplexing is used

· In order to support C-RNTI inclusion for non-dedicated signature, MAC header format should be considered
· In RRC Connection Request discussion, 1 bit MAC header was proposed so far. 

Proposal2: RRC message of Message 3 is fixed size

Proposal3: Message 3 structure and contents should be discussed from PDCP header, RLC header and MAC header perspective in addition to RRC message content

Contention resolution in Message 4
As discussed in New C-RNTI allocation by Handover Command, we propose that New C-RNTI allocation should be mandatory. Therefore, UE always has unique C-RNTI. Therefore, contention resolution can be supported by the unique C-RNTI. 

Proposal4: Contention resolution in Message 4 is supported by transmitting grant by unique C-RNTI 
3. Conclusion
We discuss Handover Complete transmission to target eNB in this document. We proposed following behaviour.

Proposal1: New C-RNTI allocation by Handover Command is mandatory
Proposal2: RRC message of Message 3 is fixed size 

Proposal3: Message 3 structure and contents should be discuss from PDCP header, RLC header and MAC header perspective in addition to RRC message content

Proposal4: Contention resolution in Message 4 is supported by transmitting grant by unique C-RNTI
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