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1. Opening of the meeting (9:00)

Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) opened the meeting. Olivier Dubuisson (France Telecom) welcomed the delegates to Paris.

2. Approval of the agenda

R2a000001 Proposed agenda (Chairman)

Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) proposed the agenda for the meeting.

Decision: The agenda was approved.

3. General aspects on RRC

3.1   Protocol version handling, extensibility mechanism

3.2   Error handling

R2a000002 Proposed CR 137r1 to 25.331 on general error handling procedures (Ericsson) Joakim Bergström (Ericsson) presented this document.

When normal operation is interrupted, is the state of the UE changed or are substates used? In what state is the UE in during the error handling? The handling of other interactions during error handling is still a little unclear in these cases. The inclusion of IE identity to the protocol error information was also discussed. For example, if the same IE is present in the message twice, how can the occurrence of the error be specified accurately? It would seem that the IE identity alone is not enough, other mechanisms should be used. What exactly is meant by the IE identity? 

Decision: The principle of the CR was agreed. Some updates are needed, the new tdoc number will be R2a000018.

R2a000018 Proposed CR 137r2 to 25.331 on general error handling procedures (Ericsson)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

3.3   Other

4 Tabular description

4.1   Review after RAN WG2 #10

R2a000017 Intermediate status of RRC message and IE tabular descriptions (Nokia)

Juhana Britschgi (Nokia) presented this document.

The ASN.1 definitions will be based on this paper. Ideally in WG2 #11 all change requests would include changes both to the tabular descriptions and to the ASN.1 definitions. However, considering the heavy changes to the tabular descriptions this was later considered an impractical approach.

Decision: The document was noted.

4.2   Proposed enhancements (no new information, restructuring only)

R2a000003 Proposed CR to 25.331 on CN information elements (Ericsson)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000004 Proposed CR to 25.331 on UTRAN mobility  information elements (Ericsson)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000005 Proposed CR to 25.331 on UE capability information elements (Ericsson)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000006 Proposed CR 140r2 to 25.331 on UE Information elements (Ericsson)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000007 Proposed approach for handling protocol extensions in RRC ASN.1 specification (Ericsson)

Himke van der Velde (Ericsson) presented this document.

The assumption about protocol versioning is to duplicate the specifications for each new release. The protocol version is not explicitly signalled over the air interface, and it was questioned whether this will cause problems in future releases. Should e.g. an UE which supports one version support all features in previous versions as well? Protocol extensions vs. message extensions? Full upward and backward compatibility is the goal of the contribution, i.e. the sender doesn't have to know which version (same, upper, lower) the receiver supports. Inclusion of the version number in the failure message? Error messages for maintenance of for try/retry? How is the criticality taken into account in structured IEs – for example a critical IE within an optional sequence? Some method of handling "criticality" has to be specified already in release 99. The goal of the proposal is sound, but there is a need for a substantial amount of work in addition of this paper. The paper concentrates on decoding failures (syntactical and semantical), but it does not cover cases where the received information was understood, but it is not implemented. In release 99 we may include redundant information which, if used in later releases, will be ignored by a receiver supporting only release 99. Also, some values might lead to the rejection of the information element or the entire procedure. These definitions must be specified at the procedure level. A single bit indicating whether there is information which is not intended for release 99 mobiles should be added to each message. Agreed issues: any message in the future will look like the one for release 99 for the first part of the message. In consequence, a meaning for all possible values in the transfer syntax needs to be specified (ignore, reject). A bit "not intended for release 99" will be included in the message. If the bit is set and the message is received by a release 99 mobile the entire message is rejected. Otherwise, the principles of the document was agreed upon.

Decision: The document was noted.

R2a000008 Editorial Modification on Structure of Messages (NTT DoCoMo)

Takaaki Sato (NTT DoCoMo) presented this document.

The grouping of information elements should be based on the semantics as well as the occurrence of IEs in different messages.

UE information elements: Should integrity protection mode info and ciphering mode info to be added in RRC connection re-establishment message? Security group should confirm this. C-RACH/FACH: conditional based on value. UTRAN DRX cycle length coefficient and DRX indicator: should be optional, since if you have the possibility to have new C-RNTI you can have DRX as well.

CN information elements: optionality of the CN information element group? Optional is added for all highlighted parts in tdoc R2a000008.

Radio bearer information elements: In radio bearer release the multiplicity limit is changed to MaxRelRBcount. Similarly in radio bearer reconfiguration MaxRBCount is changed to MaxReconRBcount. PDCP info is added as optional to RRC connection re-establishment. Option to have RLC info in RB reconfiguration message should be removed, since the CHOICE RLC info type is already optional in this message. The RB mapping info in RB release, RB information to be affected is changed to mandatory. RB information to be affected is added to RB reconfiguration and to RRC connection re-establishment.

Transport channel information elements: CPCH set ID in RRC connection setup is moved to Uplink transport channel information. DRAC static information is included in RRC connection setup. Also, the range for DRAC static information is 1 to MaxReconAddTrCH and the IE is optional instead of conditional. Transparent mode signalling info is added to radio bearer setup and RRC connection re-establishment messages, as well as transport channel reconfiguration. Multiplicities for added or reconfigured TrCH information should be aligned to MaxReconAddTrCH.

Physical channel information elements: UL DPCH power control info should be moved into UL DPCH info (used simultaneously). Cell update confirm is not aligned with other messages with regard to CHOICE channel requirement. FAUSCH set up in RRC connection setup and RRC connection re-establishment? How to handle FAUSCH-related issues? FAUSCH-related issues should be removed from the signalling. Extensions should be reserved for further releases to include FAUSCH-related information elements. Downlink DPCH power control info should be moved to DL DPCH info common for all RLs. References to system information blocks should be added to RRC connection setup. DPCH compressed mode info added to physical channel reconfiguration. PDSCH with SHO DCH info and PDSCH code mapping added to RRC connection re-establishment, gated transmission control info removed altogether.

Decision: The document was noted. The noted changes will be incorporated into (several) official change request(s).

R2a000009 Editorial Modifications on IEs (NTT DoCoMo)
This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000010 Usage of “Optional CHOICE” (NTT DoCoMo)
Kota Fujimura (NTT DoCoMo) presented this document, which triggered lengthy discussions.

It was discussed whether this document should apply to tabular descriptions, as was the possible need for more structural levels in both tabular and ASN.1 descriptions compared to the current division to IE and message definitions.

The need of guidelines for writing and/or updating ASN.1 definitions was also discussed. A set of basic guidelines are probably necessary, but complete instructions on writing efficient ASN.1 should not be provided.

Discussion on the usage of M, O and C in the Presence column: it was discussed whether the fact that an IE is mandatory means that the IE is always encoded and sent or whether it only means that the receiver will know the value of the IE. Most optional IEs could be rewritten as mandatory with the range of the IE extended to cover also the case where the IEs meaning is absent. An extra non-abstract column to indicate the actual encoding? The encoding should be visible somewhere, the actual location of this information was discussed extensively. The IE types in the tabular descriptions should be highlighted somehow. In addition, the IE type and reference columns should be filled in. Perhaps the best way forward would be to specify the possible optimisations in the procedure descriptions as well as in the transfer syntax descriptions and to keep the tabular descriptions free from transfer syntax related information. The application has to be able to interpret whether the information it gets is the actual information or only a reference. The representation for this should be in the leaf parts of the tabular description so that the choice between actual and reference information would appear only once. Only things which affect the protocol behaviour are to be represented in tabular. The label of the Presence column should be changed to Needed. The value M in this column would mean that the information is needed (means of getting it not important), whereas C would mean that the information is not needed under certain conditions. Optionals will have to be replaced either with default values or choices between "information not present" and the actual information. The removal of Optionals affects also the procedure descriptions. IE type and reference column shall contain both the name of the IE type and the chapter number where it is defined. Unit descriptions in the semantics description column could be integrated in the IE type and reference column. For criticality a new column will be created. Basically, for each table there should not be more than one or two levels of indentation, which will have to be reflected in the rewriting of the tabular descriptions.

Use of Optional should be restricted to cases where we are discussing a real option in the procedure, i.e. something that the procedure can do without as well as with it. If the Optionals are removed, then some IEs will have to be renamed to avoid ambiguities, such as making an IE called New U-RNTI mandatory, when in fact what is meant is that the information on whether or not a new U-RNTI is needed is mandatory. The different cases covered by Mandatory and Optional in the current specifications could be gathered together, and these new definitions could then be used in the Presence column. MP = true mandatory (always present), MD = mandatory, default exists, CV = true conditional (depending on a value of another IE in the message), CH = conditional on history (depending on e.g. a previous message), O = conditional based on the procedure (true optional).

Decision: The document was noted.

R2a000011 Usage of “Conditional” (NTT DoCoMo)
This document was withdrawn.

R2a000012 UE Information Elements (NTT DoCoMo)
This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000013 Abstraction level of tabular message description and transcoding to ASN.1 (Philips)

Sylviane Gilly (Philips) presented this document.

It was pointed out that the way ASN.1 is used in the RRC ASN.1 descriptions was in line with X.680. Also, it was previously discussed within RAN WG2 that integers should be reserved for cases where the value is clearly an integer, possibly with a large range. Currently the usage of enumerated and integers is not perfectly consistent in TS 25.331.

Decision: The document was noted.

R2a000014 Proposed CR to 25.331 on Measurement information elements (Nokia)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000015 Proposed CR to 25.331 on Transport channel information elements (Nokia)

This document was not presented. The subject will be revisited in RAN WG2 #11.

R2a000019 An example of how to structure message definitions (Nokia)

Juhana Britschgi (Nokia) presented this document.

The names used in tabular descriptions and the ASN.1 definitions should map directly – same names should be used as much as possible. Lengthy discussions on whether to use MP, MD or OP for information element groups – in the end, OP was agreed. Also, should multiplicity be included on message level or on information element? If the multiplicity limits are always the same for all messages, they should be included in the information element level, otherwise it should be mentioned in the message level (the safest option in any case). The inclusion of extensions and criticality to the tabular format was also discussed, and it will be discussed further together with tdoc R2a00007. The inclusion of message type in the tabular description was also discussed.

Decision: The document was noted.

R2a000020 Proposal for text describing the ‘needed’ column in tabular format (Nortel)

Michel Mouly (Nortel) presented this document.

A change request to TR 25.921 based on this paper will be drafted.

Decision: The document was noted.

5 ASN.1 description

R2a000016 ASN.1 definitions for RRC messages and information elements (Nokia)
Juhana Britschgi (Nokia) presented this document.

The three different PDU classes should be combined into one to prepare for the possibility that a message in e.g. version 1999 which does not contain integrity check information will in later versions contain the integrity check information. Integrity check information will probably be conditional on history. For logical channels an indication of UL and DL shall be added. The ellipsis notation used in classes was OK, but other occurrences of ellipsis in the ASN.1 definitions will have to be checked. Extensibility of PDU Ids? Should the limit be set to 7 bits instead of 6 bits from the beginning and keep the last PDU as a generic container? Also, the channel on which the message is being sent and the direction could be taken into account in the encoding. There was also discussion on saving space on e.g. GSM-specific information elements by omitting the length information of the bit string. This can be done by using specialised encoding, but the actual ASN.1 definitions do not need to be changed.

Decision: The document was noted.

6 Encoding description

7 Summary of ad-hoc inputs for RAN WG2

Between now and the next R2 meeting: 

Section 10 will be updated based on the principles agreed in the meeting based on tdoc R2a000017. Ericsson (Joakim Bergström) will act as a contact person.

After the tabular has been updated, the ASN.1 will be updated accordingly. Nokia (Juhana Britschgi) will act as a contact person. 

The target date for both the tabular and ASN.1 updates is the beginning of the next R2 meeting.

In the next R2 meeting:

Any updates on the the messages in RRC will be handled as early as possible. The corresponding updates to the tabular and ASN.1 definitions will be made as soon as possible. The final tabular descriptions will be approved in the meeting, as will the ASN.1 definitions, if possible. As long as the form and the contents of the ASN.1 are agreed in the meeting, the ASN.1 definitions can also be approved by email between the RAN2 meeting and the RAN plenary.

Encoding will be discussed on a case by case basis from the protocol standpoint, since the mechanism has been approved in WG2 #10.

Error handling and extensions are to be completed.

After March the RRC specification should be clean and as complete as possible so we have a solid basis for further work.

8 Any other business

9 Closing of the meeting (12:00)

Participants:

Name
Company

Email address

Allen, Chris
Siemens

christopher.allen@roke.co.uk

Bergström, Joakim
Ericsson

joakim.bergstrom@era.ericsson.se

Britschgi, Juhana
Nokia


juhana.britschgi@nokia.com

Burbidge, Richard
Motorola

richard.burbidge@motorola.com

Decarreau, Guillaume
France Telecom

guillaume.decarreau@cnet.francetelecom.fr

Dubuisson, Olivier
France Telecom

olivier.dubuisson@cnet.francetelecom.fr

El Azzouzi, Hisham
Philips

hisham.el.azzouzi@philips.com

Fouquart, Philippe
France Telecom

philippe.fouquart@cnet.francetelecom.fr

Fauconnier, Denis
Nortel


dfauconn@nortelnetworks.com

Fujimura, Kota
NTT DoCoMo

fujimura@wsp.yrp.nttdocomo.co.jp

Gilly, Sylviane
Philips

sylviane.gilly@philips.com

Larsson, Andreas
Telelogic

andreas.larsson@telelogic.com

Lemaine, Jean-Paul
Université Paris 7

lemaine@paris7.jussien.fr

Mouly, Michel
Nortel

Öttl, Martin
Siemens

martin.oettl@icn.siemens.de

Sato, Takaaki
NTT DoCoMo

tsatoh@mlab.yrp.nttdocomo.co.jp

Schniedenharn, Jörg
Siemens

joerg.schniedenharn@icn.siemens.de

Scott, Bancroft
OSS Nokalva

baos@oss.com

Strömme, Jon E.
Telelogic

jon.stromme@telelogic.com

van der Velde, Himke
Ericsson

himke.vander.velde@emn.ericsson.se

Willcock, Colin
Nokia

colin.willcock@nokia.com

