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1 Opening of the meeting

The chairman of the group, Denis Fauconnier, opened the meeting. 

2 Approval of the agenda

R2-99d74
Proposed Agenda (Chairman)

The agenda Tdoc R2-99d74 was approved.  Decisions by Ad Hoc still need to be ratified by WG2!

3 Methodology  for the description of procedures

R2-99d72
Modifications of RRC procedure specifications (Ericsson)

Pontus Wallentin (Ericsson) presented the document. Detailed results of discussion:

2.1: The document that specifies "shall", "may" etc. is probably still an ETSI document, not a 3GPP document. Nevertheless, WG2 will follow these rules. 25.921 should make clear what exactly we use of these rules. The section's contents were agreed.

2.2: The goal to remove as much as possible "UTRAN shall" was approved, but reservations were made to check if it was really possible to remove them all. It was felt that in particular error cases it was not possible. Wherever "UTRAN shall" restricts the freedom of UTRAN to react on a message, it should be removed. It is possible to specify the UE behaviour only and remove all "UTRAN shall". However, there are cases where the UE has no choice but to consider the network non-compliant with the protocol, and in those cases there is a kind of "hidden shall" on the network: if the network does not want the UE to consider the network to be non-compliant, the network "shall" do something. Also, the way to start RRC timers needs to be looked at more carefully (on a case by case basis), based on an effective sending on the radio interface. With these reservations, the section's contents were agreed.

2.3:  Michel Mouly (Nortel) suggested that state variables should be taken into account, at least on a  high level, as a general rule. Pontus Wallentin suggested that the variables should be described with the procedures: they may get a value in one procedure which is used in another procedure. He did not really consider the state variable definition part of the state.  Michel Mouly stated that a state is in his opinion a specific value of the state variables. The conclusion was that the current set of states is sufficient, but that more detail can be provided with state variables (for unambiguity and nested sections and ability to describe collision cases more easily).

2.4: "Normal" in this document refers to the error-less protocol case. "Abnormal" relates to time-outs, message loss and other things that may happen occasionally without violating the protocol. This does not (yet) take into account cases of implementation errors or other cases where the protocol is not respected. Michel Mouly suggests to use "exceptional" for what was called "abnormal" here and use "abnormal" for the protocol-violating case. It was agreed that there are three different cases, but that terminology needs to be reconsidered, as "exceptional" has a different connotation for some delegates. Denis Fauconnier (chairman) proposed to have just two classes that are really handled differently: protocol-compliant (normal procedure), possibly split into two subclasses, and non-protocol-compliant (protocol errors). It was agreed to have a global section on protocol errors in the RRC and handle specific protocol errors per procedure:

· Error handling global to RRC

....

· 1 Procedure

· normal cases (everything in here should be specified according to 2.4)

....

· protocol errors

specific error handling

Francois Courau (Alcatel) and Michel Mouly warned that the "RR STATUS" message in GSM has side-effects and should be used very sparingly. That message should not change the state. Collisions, message loss etc. should be handled under "normal cases". 

Messages can also interact. It is not considered to be "interaction" when two procedures can be handled in parallel without influencing each other. In the case of a "paging" request and a "handover" there is a true interaction, because a choice has to be made which of the two to handle. It was decided to produce an output document of this meeting in which to capture the identified "forbidden" interactions and "possible" interactions. Where exactly this should go in the actual specification is for further study, depending on what is found on further studying the issue. Possibilities mentioned were a TR (disadvantage: takes a lot of time to agree on, time is limited to two meetings, then RAN#6 decides on the final Release 99 specification), an annex (as long as it is unknown where to put the information) or in the procedure and general error handling parts (if known where to put the information).

It was agreed that redundancy shall be avoided, in order to avoid problems with later CR, even if this makes the specification initially less readable. A good way to do this is to have mutual crossreferencing: section X that is referred to in section Y should also say that it is referred to in section Y.

2.5: The contents of this section were agreed, i.e. WG2 does not specify  UTRAN timers, only UE timers. The UE performance requirements were considered to be RAN WG2 work, being careful to make sure that they are testable. It was for further study where to put this information, either in a separate document or with the procedures themselves.

2.6: Michel Mouly suggested to add to the first bullet point the usage of the formal values of the IE, e.g., "TRUE" or "FALSE" rather than the coded value, e.g. "1" or "0", which was agreed. Discussion of the definition of "conditional"/"optional" is deferred to the discussion of  Michel Mouly's documents.

The second bullet refers to IEs conditional on an optional IE. What is meant is when to set an optional IE (when does the sender need to add it and what is the meaning to the receiver), not to describe all the dependencies.

The third bullet point (on deletion of headings) was agreed.

With regard to the fourth bullet point (move of a reference), it was decided that as a result in the specification in section 8.5.7 the word "default" is replaced by "generic", the first sentence of 8.5.7 is removed and in the procedures themselves there will be an explicit explanation when the action shall be performed.

With respect to the fifth bullet point, it was decided to change the notation to the so-called "dot-notation" for references to IEs that are parts of another IE. Quotes for the names of IEs were also accepted, and additionally square brackets for arrays were accepted.

Finally, with respect to the last bullet point, there are some mistakes in the example. XXXX message should be applied everywhere. If RRC is mentioned, it is part of the message name, not to identify the protocol. The proposal to use XXXX message (that includes the capitalisation of the name of the message), was accepted.

It was decided that the decisions on this document should be reflected in TR 25.921. Jean Dumazy (Philips), the editor TR 25.921 will prepare an update with help from Pontus Wallentin (Ericsson) and Hans van der Veen (Secretary).

4 Principles for the distinction of multiple modes described in RRC

4.1 TDD vs FDD description

R2-99d71
Identification of FDD & TDD Modes in RRC Messages and Information Elements with Compact Encoding  (InterDigital)

Stephen Terry (InterDigital) presented this document. The purpose of this document was to avoid the need for an explicit reference to the mode in every IE. It seemed there was some misunderstanding here. The only decision so far taken in WG2 was to have the reference in the abstract syntax; nothing had been decided yet on the coding. The Chairman proposed therefore to leave the tabular description as it is now, and to come back to this issue when discussing the coding into message. It was proposed also to add a sentence to 25.921 to the effect that a choice in the abstract definition does not necessarily mean a tag in the concrete description.  Finally, for certain messages in the RRC document it was proposed that extra information may be added to allow the encoding to be more compact (to be decided on a case by case basis). These three proposals were agreed.

4.2 DS-41 vs DS-MAP description
R2-99d79
Proposal for description of RRC extensions (Hyundai)

Woonhee Hwang  (Hyundai) presented this document. A discussion followed on the need to use primitives for describing the RRC service as offered to IS-2000 (CC/MM). Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) stated that if the RRC service description available today is sufficient for 3GPP use, it should also be sufficient for use by 3GPP2. Francesco Grilli (Qualcomm) stated that for 3GPP2, the use of RRC might not be as obvious as it is for 3GPP. 

Woonhee Hwang clarified that the System Information Block(s) is (are) only used for non-RRC messages.

Pontus Wallentin stated that the use of the word "conditional" in the last sentence of Section 2.2 does not comply with the understanding following discussions of Michel Mouly's documents (see Section 5 of these minutes).

Decisions/conclusions: On Section 2.4: There was agreement that a more explicit service description would help. There is no opposition against having primitives. Contributions on this topic by interested companies are invited. Primitives shall apply to both DS-MAP and DS-41. It is not necessary to finish this work for December.

On Section 2.1: 3GPP2 non-access stratum information will be sent in stand-alone SIBs and there will be a new grouping rule (which CN type) added to the grouping rules. The RRC parts which are CN-type-dependent are not discussed in the contribution and remain ffs.

On Section 2.2: No conclusion, more information is needed and will be provided for the next meeting.

On Section 2.3: The CN type needs to be taken into account in Section 8.1.1.3.1. What exactly that means is ffs, and contributions are invited.

General discussion, potential DS-41 issues:

· NAS broadcast

· modeling of RRC services            primitive

· RRC CN-dependent info

· broadcast messages

a) neighbour cells            same as GSM

b)            can be mixed with DS-MAP info (tag to indicate CN type or RTT)

· dedicated messages

a)            transparent container for NAS info (used by ANSI-41)

b) identity used by RRC           CN Type in message

c) PLMN id?            CN Type in message

d) NAS binding info             no change

e) routing information            next meeting

· paging

·        tag with CN type in message

· extensions, e.g. handover message to MC            same as GSM

These results shall be captured in 25.921.

5 Methodology for description of RRC messages

R2-99d75
Conditions in the tabular format  (Nortel)

Michel Mouly (Nortel) presented this document. The specific case described in Tdoc d75 can be found back in more general terms in this document. It was decided to accept the view described in the first bullet point with respect to the constraint on the condition (that the condition can be computed only on the basis of the message content prior to the point the condition modifies the transfer syntax, or on conditions such that no compliant implmentation of the protocol can lead to divergence of computations). It was decided that the four categories of conditional IEs described were accepted as the only four possible cases, until further useful cases are found. That does not mean that all four will actually be used, but they are the only ones that can be used. The right three columns can be used by encoders. Jean Dumazy would update 25.921 accordingly.

R2-99c95
Methodology report, improvement of tabular description (Nortel)

Michel Mouly presented this document. The sentence starting "The leading spaces ..." was deleted, and instead of "... indentations can be replaced ..." the CR was changed to "... indentations are replaced ..." It was decided to accept the proposal with these changes.

R2-99c96
Methodology report, further improvement of tabular description (Nortel)

Michel Mouly presented this document. With editorial changes, which the writer and the editor will take care of, the document was approved.

R2-99d76
Enhancements of section 10.2 of Report 25.921 (Nortel)

Michel Mouly presented this document. In his opinion, CSN.1 is a tool to describe encoding rules (any structure of bits) and is in no way a competitor to ASN.1. Encoding rules are needed in addition to it or it will not have any meaning. Section 10.2 should be considered as a set of encoding rules - it is meant for preparing a debate. The chairman stated that the decision on the encoding rules should be taken very soon, in order to have encoding of messages at least started by December. Per Beming (Ericsson) stated that WG2 should take at least the formal decision on the encoding rules, not at this special meeting but latest at the #8 regular meeting. Kota Fujimura (NTT) stated that, from an operator's point of view, availability of development tools should be taken into account when deciding on encoding rules. Chris Allen (Siemens) stated that the important point is not so much the tools, as the question whether the rules of Section 10.2 are unambiguous enough. Michel Mouly suggested that the whole point of TR 25.921 was to be able, eventually, to use tools instead of tabular format with hand-encoding. Extensibility and compactness were the responsability of the encoders, not of the protocol specifiers.

After some discussion it was decided to judge Tdoc R2-99d76 purely as an enhancement of Section 10.2, without drawing in the larger discussion on which encoding rules to use. Because of different opinions among different companies, it was decided to keep the Ad Hoc outputs on R2-99d76, R2-99d77 and R2-99d78 separate from the other outputs of the Ad Hoc meeting.

R2-99d77
Changes on section 10.1 of Report 25.921 (Nortel)

Michel Mouly presented this document. It is proposed to be accepted only if R2-99d76 is accepted. It is the 'political' companion to R2-99d76. Chris Allen (Siemens) pointed out some problem in section 10.1.1 (section 10.3 is not a choice by itself). Michel Mouly agreed to change it. It was decided in section 10.1.2 to delete the sentence "Selection between PER ..." and the following two bullet points. It was also decided to delete in section 10.1.1 the second sentence "One transfer ... protocol ". Jean Dumazy pointed out some additional inconsistency that Michel Mouly agreed to correct. Per Beming suggested to remove the "though not recommended" from the update on the last sentence on tabular format in section 10.1.2, which was decided. 

A new version of this document including the agreed changes will be presented again (in R2-99d81) during the Ad Hoc meeting.

R2-99d81
Changes on section 10.1 of Report 25.921 (Nortel)

Michel Mouly presented this document. It is the updated version of R2-99d77, taking into account the discussions on that document. It was decided to add a sentence to the effect that the table ranking the options does not take into account all criteria: "Other criteria should also be taken into account for a particular protocol".

R2-99d78
Introduction of variable bounds in Section 10.2 of Report 25.921 (Nortel)

Michel Mouly presented this document. Chris Allen suggested some improvements to the text in 10.2.5 and 10.2.6 which were approved.

Discussion:

For the encoding of messages, there are the following possibilities:

· ASN.1 + PER (BER?) + specific restrictions (proposal from TR 25.921) [Iub/Iu/Iur Control Plane?]

· "          "                       " + specialised encoding 10.3

· ASN.1 + 10.2

· "          " + specialised encoding 10.3

· ASN.1 + new ER from MTS  (planned to be finished in February 2000)?

· "          " + specialised encoding 10.3

· Tabular description (bit level) (not bound by encoding rules) [MAC, RLC, Iub/Iu/Iur, FP]

· CSN.1 description (not bound by encoding rules)

Criteria for RRC (no ranking implied):

· compactness

· extensibility

· completeness/non-ambiguity

· automatic generation of coders/decoders

· automatic generation of tests

· (readability - highly subjective)

· available at date of completion of 25.331 (target December)

· evolution/maintenance

Conclusion:

There was confusion about the first two sentences of 10.3. As it is, it could imply that 10.3 can only be used with 10.2 ER. Michel Mouly explained that in the ASN.1 syntax, a constraint will be written about specialised encoding, but that it depends on the ER whether or not the constraint is applied. BER does not apply constraints, but PER and 10.2 ER do! The chairman states that for testing purposes of the protocol, efficiency is not the issue, and BER could be used when using TTCN for example. In that case specialised constraints are ignored. The conlusion is that the sentences at the beginning should be rewritten or removed. 

It was agreed that 10.3 specialised encoding can be used with both PER and 10.2 ER and to remove the first two sentences of 10.3. After discussion, the recommendation of the Ad Hoc meeting was to use:

· ASN.1

· specialised encoding 10.3 (when companies see it as necessary)

· 10.2 ER, provided the following criteria are met; if not, the fallback option is PER:

· completeness/non-ambiguity

· available at date of completion of 25.331 (target December)
· evolution/maintenance

Lessons from history:

Michel Mouly gave a presentation on lessons learnt in GSM. Potential problems with the current RRC specification from that point of view:

· Initial message

· classmark: not confined to one particular system; necessary to refer to all systems the UE can handle

· BCCH: 'factorisation' (avoid duplication of text)

· Hidden N(SD)

· Hidden routing function BSS (on the PD)

· Call re-establishment

· Lack of priority of RR messages

With regard to testing, the people writing the specification have a responsibility to think about testability for everything they write. A "shall" corresponds to "testable" in a nutshell. Implicit requirements are troublesome. In one sentence, there should not be a requirement on both a mobile station and the network. Ideally, the people writing the specification should write the PICS and PIXIT documents! That would avoid a lot of ambiguity. In the end, in order to ensure the time to market goal, the aim should not be to finish the specification per se, but to make sure the tests for it can be finished   timely as well!

6 Outputs to RAN WG2 #8

A merged version of R2-99d76,  R2-99d81 (revised R2-99d77) and R2-99d78 will be produced by Jean Dumazy and provided as input to the next WG2 meeting in Korea. It will be kept separate from the other outputs of the Ad Hoc meeting.

R2-99d82
TR 25.921 (Editor)

This document was replaced by R2-99d83.

R2-99d83
TR 25.921 v 1.3.1 (Editor)

Jean Dumazy presented this document . It replaced R2-99d83. The section 7 was not intended to be part of this report in the way it is written now, but is a checklist of things that need to be changed/checked. An editorial rewrite will be done by the editor and sent on the reflector.

Hans van der Veen (Secretary) will ask Ian Doig about the ETSI document on "shall" etc. to see if there is a 3GPP reference. The reference to 21.521 is wrong and should be 25.921. It was decided to try and write the rules in a generic way and see if WG3 is interested to apply the generic rules as well.

The document reflected the agreements of the meeting. Ericsson will bring the TR to WG3 with changes highlighted as provided by the editor, after it has been sent on the reflector with some time for comments.

R2-99d80
Draft CR to 25.331 (Ericsson, InterDigital, Motorola, Nokia, Nortel, NTT DoCoMo, Siemens)

Pontus Wallentin (Ericsson) presented this document, which is an update of sections of 25.331 based on the agreed changes to TR 25.921. The CR number should be updated to 001. The reference in the reason for change should be to the CR for 25.921. 

The document was accepted as output of the Ad Hoc meeting, but not ready for presentation to WG2 yet. Comments on the document will be discussed on the reflector as [RRC_edit], co-ordinated by Pontus Wallentin. Deadline is Thursday evening 28 October (CET). Hans van der Veen (Secretary) will change the CR editorially and input the document for the next WG2 meeting in Korea.

7 Closing of the meeting (4PM)
Several e-mail discussions will be started as a result of the meeting:

[10.2] (Michel Mouly), is not intended for conclusion in Korea, so no particular deadline right now.

[RRC_edit] (Pontus Wallentin), deadline on Thursday evening 28 October.

[TR 25.921 v1.3.2] (Jean Dumazy), deadline Friday 22 October

The draft minutes will be sent out on the reflector on Friday 22 October. Comments on the minutes can be given until Wednesday 27 October.

The Chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.

Future meetings

Future WG2 and RAN plenary meetings in 1999 and 2000: (underlined: changes/additions)
Year
Meeting
Dates
Location
Country
Host

1999
WG2 #8
02 - 05 November
Cheju
Korea
Samsung, LGIC, Hyundai


WG2 #9
29 November - 
03 December
Sophia Antipolis
France
ETSI


RAN #6
13 - 15 December
Nice
France
ETSI

2000
WG2 #10
17 - 21 January
tbd
tbd
tbd


WG2 #11
28 Feb - 03 March
tbd
tbd
tbd


RAN #7
13 - 15 March
Madrid
Spain
Telefónica Moviles


WG2 #12
10 - 14 April
tbd
tbd
tbd


WG2 #13
22 - 26 May
tbd
USA?
tbd


RAN #8
19 - 21 June
Düsseldorf
Germany
Mannesmann


WG2 #14
03 - 07 July
tbd
tbd
tbd


WG2 #15
21 - 25 August
tbd
tbd
tbd


RAN #9
25 - 27 September
tbd
tbd
Unisys/ARIB


WG2 #16
02 - 06 October
tbd
tbd
tbd


WG2 #17
13 - 17 November
tbd
tbd
tbd


RAN #10
11 - 13 December
tbd
USA
T1
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