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Introduction

This document contains some considerations on the conditional presence statements within RANAP according to similar discussions during RAN3#21 for NBAP and RNSAP as reported in R3-011773.

It also contains observations made during yet another review of TS 25.413 and the request to take the related consideration into account when discussing the conditional presence statements for RANAP in a case by case fashion during RAN3#22 meeting.

Discussion

While developing the RANAP protocol the conditional presence statements within the tabular format (and ASN.1 part) of RANAP have tended to become a means for (at least) two purposes:

· they serve (as they should) as a part of syntactical rules at the receiver to determine whether the message has been correctly constructed by the sender or not (according to the rule to specify rather the behaviour at the receiver of a message), but

· most of the conditions rather enhance (or repeat) the description of the procedural behaviour when reflecting interaction with other protocols or protocol instances (e.g. the IfApplNotOtherCN condition in RELOCATION REQUEST ACK) or basing conditional statements on the receiver’s state (like the ifReqPS condition in RAB ASSIGNMENT RES). 

Consequently, the clear separation between the tasks of the abstract syntax level and the logical level have become more and more indistinct. 

This will lead (or has already led) to differently implemented RANAP protocol machines and will cause interworking problems between them in the case, that has been already outlined during last meeting, i.e. if error causes for missing IEs or IEs with too many occurrences have to be assigned in error messages. 

The discussion should finally rather result in a corrected RANAP specification that precludes different implementations than solving backwards compatible problems to earlier version, which are not resolvable due to most likely different existing implementations.

So, several types of conditional presence statements could be distinguished as follows:

1. Conditions that clearly base on the rules in 25.921, i.e. the condition bases on the message content only and follows the definition, that if the condition is met then mandatory presence is required, otherwise mandatory absence is required.

E.g. the ‘ifGSMtarget’ condition within RELOCATION REQUIRED or the conditional presence statements within the RAB Parameters IE.

It is assumed, that those conditional presence statements do not lead to any misinterpretation or interworking problems due to different implementation.

2. Conditions based on the receiver’s state

E.g the ‘ifReqPS’ condition within RAB ASSIGNMENT RESULT.

Those conditions may have led to implementations, that return an abstract syntax error in case of a faulty presence of the IE (following the rules within chapter 10.3.5 and 10.3.6), some might have followed the basic description of the separation of the logical and the abstract syntax level and send back a logical error. Interworking problems will have to be expected.

The proposal for those kinds of conditions is to clearly move the presence check to the logical level and to change the presence of all affected IEs to optional.

3. condition stating, that if they are met, the IE shall be presence, but if the condition is not met, the IE the presence is optional.

Examples are the ‘ifNoOtherGroup’ and ‘ifNotOnlyNSI’ conditions in RAB ASSIGNMENT REQ. 

Those conditions may lead to implementations, where the positive statement of the condition is checked on abstract syntax level. But, as checking the negative statement (the behaviour, if the condition is not met) is not possible this could again lead to different implementations.

According to the definition of the conditional presence statment in 9.1.2.1, this condition cannot be formulated as a condition in that sense, as the optional presence in case the condition is not met is forbidden.

It is proposed to change the presence of those IEs to optional and to add relevant text in the procedural description part and/or to give additional information in the semantic column.

4. conditions that rather describe interactions with other RANAP instances or other protocols 

Examples are ‘ifNASInfoProvided’ in RELOCATION REQUEST or ‘ifAvail’ in many occurrences.

For those conditions, the receiving RANAP protocol instance has no means to check the validity of the presence, neither on the abstract syntax nor on logical level. It has to simply accept the presence. There are no rules and there is no information available at the receiver to judge the faulty presence or absence of such an IE.

It is proposed to change the presence of those IEs to optional and to add relevant text in the procedural description part and/or to give additional information in the semantic column.

5. Conditions within choice constructs

An example (the only one ?) can be found within the tabular definition of the Source ID IE.

It is proposed to remove the presence statement, like proposed during last meeting for NBAP/RNSAP (see R3-01773). 

Further, a quick review of the RANAP specification resulted in the judgement that for many conditions given in the tabular format no equivalent procedural text is available. It should be decided to arrange the procedural text in a uniform way, i.e. to mention every IE and describe its presence and the conditions for its presence. So, if RAN3 doesn’t follow the proposals for the conditional presence statements, at least the procedural part of RANAP needs to have some review and additional description.

Proposal

It is proposed to follow the proposal given for each type of condition during drafting of possible changes for RANAP at RAN3#22. 

Further it is proposed to review the relation between the presence statements in the tabular format and the procedural text and to add missing information in the procedural part, where necessary.

Further it is proposed to consider a consistent description of protocol levels and presence statements, if not all of the proposals for the different types of conditions are followed, e.g. to create another kind of conditional presence statement, as is done for RRC in RAN2.
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