Page 4
Draft prETS 300 ???: Month YYYY


3GPP TSG RAN WG2 meeting #62bis
Tdoc R2-083323
Warsaw, Poland, 30 June – 4 July 2008


Agenda Item:
6.2.1.9
Title:
Report on Email discussion on ASN.1 extension mechanisms
Source:
Ericsson

Document for:
Report
Attachment(s):
None
1
Introduction
The EUTRA RRC ASN.1 extension mechanisms were discussed during the RRC ad-hoc meeting in June based on the Tdoc [1]. The contribution provides a review of the proposals made RRC ad-hoc in December 2007 in Tdoc [2]. Many of those proposals are already implemented in the current version of TS 36.331. The RRC ad-hoc meeting in June found most of them were reasonable. It was however deided to start an Email discussion on remaining issues, mainly the potential use of the ASN.1 extension marker.
An Email to kick-off the Email discussion was sent on the RAN2 reflector June 10. The end of the discussion was set out to June 19.
2
Conclusions
In summary, the following conclusions were noted at the end of the Email discussion:
a)
Critical extension (CE; cf. [2] proposal 6) is assumed to be the primary mechanism for the extension of the protocol in future releases. There are exceptions where CE cannot be used, for instance inside the MIB and the SIBs, and in general when messages are sent to a multitude of receivers of varying release levels, or when the protocol version the receiver supports is not known by the transmitter.

Remark: the decision exactly when CE shall be used in a message should be taken when need arises. The decision now is to determine which messages that shall include a mechanism for CE.
b)
The use of CE should be possible to use also in the uplink. It requires that the UE needs to know protocol version the eNB supports, for a specific message type, or in general. The precise mechanism for signalling the protocol version of the eNB to the UE has however not been discussed. Different options are possible, including an indication in the system information and/or indications in dedicated messages.

Remark: an indication of the protocol version the eNB supports should not be confused with the support of certain features in the eNB; it only indicates the message versions that may be used towards that eNB. The details need not be decided until a CE is, in fact, going to be used.
c, d)
An alternative to CE is needed, for messages where CE cannot be used, for late corrections within a release, after the ASN.1 has been frozen, and in in general, if RAN2 decides not to use CE. In Tdoc [2], it was proposed to use the ASN.1 extension marker for this pupose. That proposal has been questioned and an alternative to use something similar to the UTRA "non-critical extensions" (NCE) and the UTRA "variable length extension containers" (VLEC) was outlined in the Email to kick-off the discussion. In the outline of the alternative, it was still proposed to use the ASN.1 extension marker for certain types of extensions, e.g., for the extension of enumerations with new values.

No conclusion was reached on (c, d); possibly because further elaboration of the alternatives is needed before a conclusion is possible. Contributions to the present meeting are invited.
It might be added that questions have been received after the Email discussion was closed regarding the trade off between the use of CE and the other alternatives in practical scenarios. There might be reason to use the CE mechanism only when there is a significant extension of a message in a future release.
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