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Friday 18-JAN-2008 morning session
Conclusions from the Friday morning session on the E-UTRA RRC ASN.1 structure:

>
The basic structure of the tables: 
–
Use single column.

–
Each cell with a first line containing the field identifier and a sub-clause reference (when applicable).

–
Start without the release info (Rel-8). (It is redundant in most cases, because it can be deduced from the ASN.1 structure how information can be applied in different versions of a message or IE.)
>
The ASN.1 fields that shall have an entry in the table: all fields or only those requiring additional information (which are the criteria: reference to other TS (e.g., parameter X in TS 36.123), mapping of field value to actual value, other semantic information ...)?

–
Guiding principle: start with an entry for all the "teminals", i.e., those fields that are either a basic ASN.1 type (INTEGER, ENUMERATED, BIT STRING, etc.) or a type defined in another sub-clause. May include entry for "non-terminals" (e.g., the field identifier for a SEQUENCE or a CHOICE), if a description is needed.
–
Avoid specifying procedural requirements (e.g., if present, the UE shall perform something) in message and IE definitions. It belongs to clause 5.

–
The principle may need to be revised at or after the next meeting when we see the outcome.

>
Identifiers:
–
Apply naming rules proposed by Qualcomm (e.g., R2-075539 "General principles and practices").

–
Avoid too long identifiers (it obscures readability). Use the table for a brief description if needed.

>
How to capture optional presence and default values:

–
Mandatory tagging in the ASN.1: "-- Need OC, OD or OP"
–
If applicable, include semantic description in table: "If abcent, then... (e.g., assume value from previous element in list, assume value from other IE).
–
Use DEFAULT statement when applicable (i.e., when there is a default value within the value set of the type specified).

>
How to capture conditional presence:
–
Tagging in the ASN.1: "-- Cond tag"
–
Textual description of the tagged condition in a separate table (like in UTRAN)
>
Uniting IEs in one sub-clause:

–
Could be used when there are variants of the same (generic) IE (different versions – not now, but in the next release; variants depending on use case, e.g., sys info versus dedicated).
–
"Local IEs" (defined locally to split up large and complex IEs; not referenced elsewhere) defined together with main IE definition.
–
These principles may need to be revised at or after the next meeting when we see the outcome.

>
How do we separate FDD and TDD variants (FFS)?

–
Proposal to split at high level (ultimately different message sets depending on carrier type) and use separate IE variants wereever needed.
Aiming at providing the "complete" ASN.1, including the "class definitions" and constants, not only PDUs and IEs. Priority: PDU and IE definition.
Concluded to use sub-clause numbering (allow renumbering initially; whether to maintain alphabetic order when introducing new sub-clauses after the initial numbering has been "frozen" is FFS).
Start with a single ASN.1 module for the "Class", the PDU, the IE and the constants definitions (corresponding to sub-clauses 11.1 to 11.4 in 25.331). (That avoids the need of the IMPORTS lists).
The extension mechanisms are FFS (ongoing Email discussion); maybe not immediately urgent.

