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1 Introduction

This contribution proposes to deal with the extensibility and consistency aspects of RNSAP and NBAP. The contribution uses a few examples from RNSAP and NBAP to show that the proposed work is (to some extent) still remaining.

2 Problem

The current RNSAP and NBAP specifications contain a number of cases where the extensibility and consistency of the specifications is not handled in a good way. The following general cases are treated:

· IEs that limit the extensibility of the IE group that it is part of.

· IEs that are the same in all messages but defined in many messages.

2.1 IEs that limit the extensibility of the IE group that it is part of

Two examples will be discussed, one in a request message and one in a response message.

2.1.1 Power IEs in the CTrCH Reconfiguration procedure (NBAP)

The principle that has been followed so far is that in reconfiguration procedures only the modified property is included in the initiating message. However, since the power level IEs for the PICH, AICH, AP-AICH, and CD/CA-ICH in the COMMON TRANSPORT CHANNEL RECONFIGURATION REQUEST message are defined as mandatory IEs this may be difficult in the future. If the reconfiguration possibilities for these common transport channels is extended in future revisions of the specification, e.g. in Release 4, the power level IE must always be sent when reconfiguring the new property.

The solution is to change the presence of the power level IEs for the PICH, AICH, AP-AICH, and CD/CA-ICH and specify the Node B behaviour at reception.

2.1.2 Transport Layer Address and Binding ID in response messages (RNSAP and NBAP)

In the current RNSAP and NBAP specifications there is “DCH Response Information” in many response messages. Currently the only content is the Transport Layer Address IE and Binding ID IE is the only content. These IEs are defined as mandatory IEs. However, in future releases there may be a need for other DCH “attributes” to be included in the “DCH Response Information”. If this is the case then there is a problem with the current definition of the “DCH Response Information” for two cases:

a) co-ordinated DCHs. 

b) RL combination.

In the case of a set of co-ordinated DCHs the “DCH Response Information” shall only be included for one of the DCHs in the set of co-ordinated DCHs. 

In the case of RL combination the “DCH Response Information” shall only be included for one of the combined RLs. 

For both the above cases there is a conflict with the inclusion of a new DCH attribute for the individual DCHs.

The solution is to make the Transport Layer Address IE and Binding ID IE optional IEs and in the procedure text refer to the Transport Layer Address IE and Binding ID IE rather than the “DCH Response Information”.

2.2 IEs that are the same in all messages but defined in many messages

In the RNSAP specification the Neighbouring Cell Information IE is to be provided from the DRNC to the SRNC in 4 different messages (6 if counting FDD and TDD separately). The concerned messages are:

· RADIO LINK SETUP RESPONSE (FDD and TDD)

· RADIO LINK SETUP FAILURE (FDD)

· RADIO LINK ADDITION RESPONSE (FDD and TDD)

· RADIO LINK ADDITION FAILURE (FDD)

However, all the messages have separate definitions of the content of the Neighbouring Cell Information IE. On the other hand, in the ASN.1 the “failure messages” does not have their own definitions. In the failure messages there are references to the definitions in the “response messages”.

The above handling has two problems:

1. The ASN.1 and the Tabular Format are not consistent.

2. Since the Neighbouring Cell Information IE is defined in multiple places there is a risk that future extensions are not included in a consistent way, i.e. not included in all instances of usage.

The solution to this is to have a common definition in the tabular format (chapter 9.2) as well as in the ASN.1 (chapter 9.3.4) and then use the common definition in all places where it is used.

The proposed solution would also make the Tabular Format on the messages shorter and thus easier to read.

3 Conclusions

The above examples show that there is a need to review and correct the RNSAP and NBAP specifications with respect to extensibility and consistency.

4 Proposals

It is proposed to:

1. Initiate an e-mail discussion on the issue of extensibility of RNSAP and NBAP. To be solved/completed by RAN WG3 #17.

2. Invite CRs taking care of the various extensibility aspects of the messages in RNSAP and NBAP. 
Consequently, the “extensibility aspects” should be considered as an open issue for RNSAP and NBAP to be solved/completed for the in the next RAN WG3 meeting (and thus be included agenda for the next RAN WG3 meeting).

3. Invite CRs correcting the different Reconfiguration procedures with respect to the possibility to extend these procedures with new properties to reconfigure in future revisions of the RNSAP and NBAP specifications.

4. Review the RNSAP and NBAP specifications with respect to IEs (IE groups) that shall be the same in multiple messages and provide CRs for these IEs.
An initial review could for instance be performed by the RNSAP and NABP Rapporteurs’.

� This problem has already occurred for the DL Code Information IE in RNSAP and is the reason for CR203 on RNSAP; R3-002500, Correction of Compressed Mode Handling in the Physical Channel Reconfiguration Procedure.
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