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1 Introduction

This document includes a proposal for the review of the PDU specification in preparation for the freeze of the ASN.1. The process, the time plan as well as the actual tasks and their allocation are addressed. The proposal is to perform to subsequent reviews: one following RAN2#64 and one following RAN2#64bis.
The document was initially distributed on the reflector, with the request for companies to volounteer for a certain review task, together with a review issue list template. This updated version includes an allocation of review tasks to the companies that volounteered.
No comments were received regarding the proposed plan or concerning the checklist. It should be noted that some of the guidelines mentioned in the annex are discussed in a separate contribution [1].

2 Discussion
2.1 Process & time plan
The following table provides an overview of the proposed process, which involves two subsequent reviews.

	No
	Objective
	Description
	Comment

	0
	Review plan
	Preparation and agreement of review plan

· Initial distribution by xx (after some off line discussion)

· E-mail review up to RAN#64

· Updated proposal as input to RAN#64 including allocation of work

· Agreement during RAN2#64
	RAN2#64

	1.1
	Initial review
	Initial review (step 1)
· Companies perform review and provide comments using attached tabular format by xxx

· Classification: items requiring further discussion, items for which solution should be easy to agree

· Rapporteur collects all review issues
	

	1.2
	
	Progressing initial review results (step 2)
· Confirmation of review classification

· Endorsement of solution for issues classified as easy to agree and preparation of CR covering all concerned issues

· Preliminary discussion of other items
	

	1.3
	
	Endorsement of results and conclusion of open issues (step 3):

· Agreement of draft CR
· Conclusion of discussion items (including TP as much as possible)
	RAN2#64bis

	2
	Second review
	Second review, using similar process as for initial review.
	Upto RAN2#65


Some further remarks

· It seems desirable to start the first review based on the draft CR that results from the e-mail review following the RAN2#64 meeting. Delaying the review until version 8.4.0 is availble will significantly limit the available ltime, also considering the christmas period
· The 2nd review may use a different allocation and cover some additional aspects e.g. additional conventions/ guidelines/ principles agreed as part of the first review.

2.2 Review tasks

How to sub-divide/ structure the work
At least for the first review, the proposal is to structure the review based on the PDU contents i.e. the allocation is based on sections of chapter 6. In the process of verifying whether the UE behaviour for a specific parameter is specified, reviewers should check the corresponding procedural sections.

Considering the fact that some IEs are used in several messages, an approach in which reviewers should verify a message including all further information element nesting could result in a significant amount of redundancy. Hence the proposal is to apply a different approach, i.e. an approach in which messages and IE sections (e.g. 6.3.2) are explicitly allocated. Unfortunately there is not a one to one correspondence between IE sections and procedural sections. Hence, reviewers have to be careful about which procedural sections to check e.g. common radio resource configurations are covered in a different section than their dedicated equivalent.

Further considerations:

· Assuming that just over 10 companies will participate in the review, it may be possible to work with 6 batches (which nicely matches the current procedure structure)

· More specific areas e.g. CDMA, could be handled in a separate batch. However, to improve overall consistency of the specification, it seems desirable to avoid this as much as possible

Section 5 provides an overview of the proposed sub-division.
How to perform the review
The primary aim of the review is to ensure the specification is complete e.g. to ensure that for every parameter the associated UE behaviour is specified. A secondary aim of the review is to improve internal the clarity, conciseness and consistency of the specification. This should be based on the existing specification guidelines and conventions, which may need some further development during the review process.

Section 6.1 provides a high level checklist while section 6.2 includes a number of further guidelines.
3 Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes a proposed review plan, including a description and an allocation of the involved review tasks. If agreeable, RAN2 is requested to endorse the proposed review plan.
4 References

[1] R2-086569 PDU specification guidelines and their use, Samsung
5 Review tasks, including allocation (Annex)
	No
	Messages
	IEs
	Procedures
	Companies

	1
	MIB, SI, SIB1
	6.3.1
	5.2 System information
	Ericsson,  Motorola, Nokia/ NSN

	2
	None
	6.3.2
	5.3.10: Radio resource control, and other sections for common parameters
	Ericsson,  Samsung, Qualcomm, CATT

	3
	All messages corresponding with procedures in 5.3
	6.3.3
	5.3, except for mobility related & resource configuration related (5.3.10)
	Alcatel Lucent, Broadcom, Huawei

	4
	All messages corresponding with 5.4
	6.3.4
	5.3 parts related to mobility, 5.4
	Qualcomm, Motorola, Nokia/NSN

	5
	None
	6.3.5
	5.5 Measurements
	Panasonic, Nortel, NTT DoCoMo

	6
	All messages corresponding with 5.6
	6.3.6
	5.6 Other
	Huawei, NEC, Samsung


Note
W.r.t. the procedures, the above table is incomplete i.e. some of the messages/ parameters may be covered in other sections than the ones listed. If this is the case, the unlisted procedural sections are however part of the concerned review taks.
6 Checklist & guidelines (Annex)

6.1 Checklist

The following table provides an overview of the checks to be performed, in order of decreasing importance.
	No
	Objective
	Description
	Comment

	1
	Specification completeness
	Ensure all parameters required are completely specified
	For parameters not specified completely list what is missing

	1.1
	
	Ensure that for every parameter UE behaviour is sufficiently specified

· DL: UE action upon presence, absence and prior to initial reception (if applicable)

· UL: UE requirements w.r.t. including the IE and setting the contents
	

	1.2
	
	Ensure signalling details are completely specified

· Value range

· Need code,

· Conditions,
· Default values
	

	2
	Concise and consistent specification
	Ensure that different specification parts apply the same conventions
	Some further guidelines may be needed

	2.1
	
	Use of sub-IE
	

	2.2
	
	Use of conditions
	

	2.3
	
	Use of defaults
	

	2.4
	
	Enabling/ disabling of features
	

	2.5
	
	Use of need codes
	

	2.6
	
	Use of protocol extensions
	

	2.6
	
	Naming conventions
	

	2.7
	
	Miscelleneous e.g. use of field descriptions, reference in procedures (e.g. the IE)
	


6.2 Guidelines
6.2.1 Guidelines on the use of sub-IEs & associated field descriptions
Guidelines like:

· If needed to avoid complicated IE structures, a local sub-IE’s may be introduced i.e. a separate type definition (IE) but without its own section heading
· If the same type definition is referenced more used than once: introduce a sub-IE with its own section heading

· In case of sub-IEs with a section heading, there is typically no need for a field description in the places where the IE is referenced

Recommended use by means of typical examples

<To be done>

6.2.2 Guidelines on conditions

Guidelines like:

· Only use for a quite high level i.e. reflecting constraints on E-UTRAN/ indicates which cases the UE need not support
· More detailed aspects may be covered in test specifications e.g. associated message contents

6.2.3 Guidelines on the use of defaults

Review of current situation

· Default defined in the ASN.1

· Default defined in the field description e.g. see geran-BCCH-Configuration, sizeOfRA-PreamblesGroupA

· Default defined by means of condition e.g. see mcc within PLMN-Identity

· Default defined within procedural specification e.g. p0-NominalPUSCH-Persistent
· Reference to default configuration, until values are explicitly signalled
What to reflect in the field descriptions and what to reflect in the procedural specification

It is clear that the last aspect can only be reflected in the procedural specification, since it should apply prior to the reception by the UE of any specific signalling. For all other cases it seems possible to specify the defaults in the PDU section. In general it seems more appropriate to specify this as much as possible to the place where the values are actually defined. Hence, the recommendation is to specify defaults in the PDU section as much as possible.

Recommended use by means of typical examples

If the default concerns one of the possible parameter values, the ASN.1 DEFAULT construct should be used e.g. as follows:


q-OffsetFreq





ENUMERATED {












dB-24, dB-22, dB-20, dB-18, dB-16, dB-14, 












dB-12, dB-10, dB-8, dB-6, dB-5, dB-4, dB-3, 












dB-2, dB-1, dB0, dB1, dB2, dB3, dB4, dB5, 












dB6, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB14, dB16, dB18, 












dB20, dB22, dB24, spare1}




DEFAULT dB0,

If it is not possible to use the ASN.1 DEFAULT construct, the field description should be used to clarify the default e.g. as follows.

	SystemInformationBlockType1 field descriptions

	pmax

Pmax to be used in the cell. If absent the UE applies the maximum power according to the UE capability.


GERAN-BCCH-Group ::=



SEQUENCE {


geran-BCCH-FrequencyGroup


GERAN-CarrierFreqList,


geran-BCCH-Configuration


SEQUENCE {



geran-CellReselectionPriority

INTEGER (0..7)




OPTIONAL,
-- Need FFS



ncc-Permitted





BIT STRING (SIZE (8)),



q-Rxlevmin






INTEGER (0..31),



threshX-High





INTEGER (0..31),



threshX-Low






INTEGER (0..31)


},


...

}

-- ASN1STOP

Editor's note
RAN2 has agreed not to provide cell specific re-selection parameters for GSM/ GERAN neighbours. To be confirmed by GERAN/ RAN4

	SystemInformationBlockType7 field descriptions

	geran-BCCH-Configuration

Defines the set of cell reselection parameters for the group of GERAN carrier frequencies. In the first element of the geran-NeigbourFreqList field, a complete set of cell reselection parameters shall be provided in the geran-BCCH-Configuration field. In subsequent elements of the geran-NeigbourFreqList field, value(s) from the presiding element is used as default, if one or more of the cell reselection parameters in the geran-BCCH-Configuration field are absent.


In case there is not PDU/ IE received at the time the defaults should be applied, the procedural specification has to be used e.g. as in the following case (extracted from 5.3.3.2)
1>
If access to the cell, as specified above, is not barred:

2>
apply the default physical channel configuration as specified in 9.2.4, until explicitly receiving a configuration;

2> apply the default semi-persistent scheduling configuration as specified in 9.2.3, until explicitly receiving a configuration;

2> apply the default transport channel configuration as specified in 9.2.2, until explicitly receiving a configuration;

2> apply the CCCH configuration as specified in 9.1.1.2;

2>
start timer T300;

2>
initiate transmission of the RRCConnectionRequest message in accordance with 5.3.3.3;

6.2.4 Guidelines on the need code

Summary of main principles

· Need codes are used only in DL

· OC: take no action e.g. continue using the current configuration

· OD: discontinue using the current configuration

· OP: behaviour upon absence is specified in the field description or the procedural specification

Furthermore:

· There is no need to treat ‘RRC-external’ parameters differently; w.r.t. the behaviour upon presence/ absence the field descriptions may just refer to another specification

· It is recommended to specify the UE behaviour related to IE presence/ absence/ need codes as much as possible in RRC. Only when the UE behaviour is difficult to capture in RRC (e.g. it depends on detailed settings of other foreign parameters), it seems preferrable to cover this in the other specifications

· For dedicated signalling, it has been agreed that use of delta signalling should be limited i.e. in general applicable only up to one level below the main IE grouping (e.g. one level below physicalConfig)

· Some exceptions may be needed e.g. due to the optionality of specific functionality
Recommended use by means of typical examples

<To be done>

6.2.5 Guidelines on enabling/ disabling of features

Review of current situation

· A codepoint ‘Off’

· Need OD

· Use of choice disable/ enable
The first approach, which is attactive for  simple features involving a single small parameter, does not seem to be in use anymore. The last approach is applicable for the case we need 3 options: (no change, change to disable, change to enable. With this variant, the full set of parameters are provided only when changing to enable.

Need for explict procedural specification

For cases in which the choice is set to ‘disable’, the UE shall discard the associated configuration parameters and release any radio resources associated with the function that is disabled. Instead of specifying this for each individual case, this could be reflected by a general statement

Recommended use by means of typical examples

<To be done>

6.2.6 Guidelines on the need for procedural specification (Summary)
Short summary covering the previous guidelines w.r.t. which aspects need to be reflected explictly in the procedural specification and how
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