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1

Introduction

On the RAN3 reflector, a discussion was initiated with the question whether to align RAN 3 stage 3 specifications TS 36.413 and TS 36.423 for SAE/LTE in the same way as it was done for RAN2 stage 3 specification TS 36.331.

This paper provides the view of the sourcing companies on this issue.

2
Discussion

On extension mechanisms in RRC and on (E-)UTRAN interfaces

The motivation in RAN2 changing the style of the RRC specification was due to the introduced extension mechanism for which the tabular format and ASN.1 coding doesn't match, i.e. there exist a principle impossibility to align the tabular format and ASN.1 coding.
In contrast to the RRC specification, the RAN3 specifications in 3G e.g. RANAP or the current verions of S1AP and X2AP the extension mechanism is solved in a different way, which allows an alignment between the tabular format and the ASN.1 coding. 

Readability of specification

What follows now is a bunch of rather non-technical aspects which should not be forgotten, also for the sake of ensuring a common interpretation of the standards we are producing.

· Having the tabular message representation gives the reader the possibility to have a first guess of the message or IE definition, which in turn allows the correct interpretation of the corresponding structure in ASN.1. 

· The tabular provides a flat view of the message structure. By flat, it means that you can understand in one shot the whole message structure. With ASN1 as it is today, you need to do multiple searches to and build your own flat structure to understand the message shape. This is time consuming and provides a low readability.

· Further, the sourcing companies are convinced that many reading people do not check the ASN.1, but the tabular format. 

· If adopting the “ASN.1-only” way of representing the message and IE structure, care has to be taken that mandatory specification text as provided in the semantic descriptions are kept. To our understanding there is the danger of losing clarity if the semantic description for IEs in the tabular format is no longer available
· And last but not least its very time consuming to get rid of the new specification format without a strong argument. There is a lot of work to do changing the specification style to reach a consistent specification. 

· W.r.t to the misalignment between tabular format and ASN.1, we are of the opinion that the danger is not given for (E-)UTRAN specification as for RRC.

· Last not least there is no absolute need to align the specification between different RAN groups.

3
Proposal

The sourcing companies are proposing to keep the current structure of E-UTRAN signalling specifications.
























































































































