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1. Introduction

This contribution addresses some issues in the RRC message and information element specifications [1] which are either unclear, ambiguous or missing. For example, with most conditional information elements the conditions need to be specified more accurately. Possible answers to some of the issues are provided.

2.
Questions about 25.331

10.1.1.1: C-ifSSDT needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional.

10.1.1.4: Measurement identity number and Measured results, Mandatory or Optional?

10.1.1.5: C-AM_RLC_Recon also needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional.

10.1.1.6: C-ifSSDT needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional.

10.1.1.12: The same applies to C-CCCH as well.

10.1.2.3: C-MR required and C-event trigger, see above.

10.1.4.1: RB multiplexing info should be replaced with RB mapping info (same modification should be done in clause 8.1.5.4.1) C-DRAC and C-ifSSDT need to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional. Does the PRACH info refer to PRACH-RACH info or PRACH-FAUSCH info? In downlink radio resource information, are the different channel information elements (primary CCPCH info, secondary DPDCH info, secondary CCPCH info) mandatory or optional?

10.1.4.7: C-if-TM-DCH and C-ifSSDT need to be defined more accurately of replaced with Optional. In downlink radio resource information, are the different channel information elements (primary CCPCH info, secondary DPDCH info, secondary CCPCH info) mandatory or optional?

10.1.5.1: C-ifSSDT and C-RACH/FACH need to be defined more accurately of replaced with Optional. In downlink radio resource information, are the different channel information elements (primary CCPCH info, secondary DPDCH info, secondary CCPCH info) mandatory or optional?

10.1.5.4: C-RACH/FACH and C-DRAC need to be defined more accurately of replaced with Optional. In downlink radio resource information, are the different channel information elements (primary CCPCH info, secondary DPDCH info, secondary CCPCH info) mandatory or optional? The presence (M/O) of the DRAC information components has not been defined.

10.1.5.7: See 10.1.5.4. Also, the indentation of RB mapping info is not correct, it should be moved one step to the right. The FDD/TDD mode choice in uplink radio resource information (the six rows before CHOICE channel requirement) should be indented one step to the right.

10.1.5.10: See 10.1.5.4. Also, the presence of CN domain identity has not been defined (Mandatory). The FDD/TDD mode choice in uplink radio resource information (the three rows before CHOICE channel requirement) should be indented one step to the right.

10.1.5.13: See 10.1.5.4. Also, the range of DRAC information is different from that of the reconfigured transport channel information. In other messages (10.1.5.4, 10.1.5.7, 10.1.5.10) the corresponding ranges are similar. Is this intentional? CPCH set info in uplink radio resource information should be indented one step to the left.

10.1.5.17 and 10.2.6.24: The Downlink outer loop control IE seems to map to boolean, so perhaps this could be indicated in the Type and reference column of 10.1.5.17. 10.2.6.24 can be removed.

10.1.6.4.7: C-PICH needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional. Also, is the PRACH info PRACH-RACH or PRACH-FAUSCH info? What are the presence values for PSCH time slot, maximum allowed UL TX power and UTRAN DRX cycle length?

10.1.6.4.8: C-PICH needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with OptionalWhat are the presence values for TFS, maximum allowed UL TX power and UTRAN DRX cycle length?

10.1.6.4.12: What is the Presence value of intra-frequency reporting criteria?

10.1.7.1: The semantics of FAUSCH usage support are a little unclear. The current assumption is that the IE consists of two boolean fields, one for DCH allocation function and one for USCH capability request function. The IE should be defined in a separate clause within clause 10.2.3 (UE information elements).

10.2.3.4: C-newLA and C-newRA need to be defined more accurately of replaced with Optional.

10.2.3.27: For each field in UE timers and counters we should mention whether the field is for idle mode or connected mode.

10.2.4.2.3: A typo in this clause: Timer_STAUS_periodic should be Timer_STATUS_periodic.

10.2.4.4: Limit maxMuxOptionsCount should be changed to maxMappingOptionsCount.

10.2.5.4: Condition Blocks is defined but never used. The presence indications of Transport Block Size, Transmission Time Interval, Type of Channel Coding and Rate Matchin Attribute are missing. 

Clause 10.5.2.10 (Transparent mode signalling info) should be numbered 10.2.5.10.

10.2.6.3: C-PrimCPICH needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional.

10.2.6.5: Is the indentation of spreading factor and code number correct? They should probably be indented one step to the left.

10.2.6.7: Will the TDD part be defined as well?

10.2.6.8: DPDCH channelisation code should probably be indented one step to the left. DPCH activation time is included twice in the TDD information elements.

10.2.6.10: C-STTD needs to be defined more accurately or replaced with Optional. Inclusion of Number of bits for pilot bits is also a little confusing since there can be several channelization codes. Shall the Number of bits for pilot bits be present in the message if at least one of the channelization codes has SF 128 or 256, or shall they be added only if all channelization codes have SF 128 or 256?

10.2.6.11: This IE has not yet been included into DL DPCH info.

10.2.6.16: Not used in any message yet.

10.2.6.19: FAUSCH Usage – is this the same IE as FAUSCH usage support in 10.1.7.1? If so, there is a slight conflict, since in 10.2.6.19 the IE is a physical channel IE and in 10.1.7.1 it is a user equipment IE.

10.2.6.20: The condition for CPCH set ID has not been specified.

10.2.6.21: CPCH persistency values is not present in the messages, but CPCH set persistency values is. Which name should be used?

10.2.7.19: What is the presence value for the TDD specific information elements?

10.2.7.20: What is the presence value for the TDD specific information element?

10.2.7.23: The ranges of the first four information elements have not been defined even though it would seem from the IE names ("…for each…") that ranges of more than one are possible.

10.2.7.37: What exactly is the significance of the "+" character in the IE names? Do these IEs consist of two separate IEs or one IE which is somehow computed from the two IEs mentioned?

A general comment: the words channelisation and channelization are both being used, which makes e.g. text searches a bit tricky. Perhaps we should decide upon which one to use?

3.
Proposal

As there is a rather long list of relatively simple issues here (with probably more to come), we believe the best way to handle them is to use the email exploder. Therefore we propose that an email discussion on RRC messages is started and based on this discussion a CR is written for WG2 meeting 9.
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