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1 Introduction

It was decided to discuss the specification principles two meetings ago in order to try to align all specifications to a principle that can actually be followed. 
Two meetings ago, the following principle was proposed by one company: “not to specify the sender side but only receiver side”. This principle was challenged at last meeting in Shenzhen by many companies (see tdoc R3-080694) and the final decision was said to be taken in Kansas City.

2 Analysis of current rules
The principle introduced two meetings ago for X2 is the following:

4.1
Procedure specification principles

The principle for specifying the procedure logic is to specify the functional behaviour of the eNB exactly and completely. The eNB that originates the procedure functional behaviour is left unspecified. 

At last RAN3#59bis the tdoc R3-080694 has already shown through the analysis of RANAP, RNSAP and NBAP that 

1. not specify the sender side is not the old ten years rule. As anybody can check, the rules applied in UMTS have been:

- in RANAP, not to specify the EPC (see section 4.1 of TS25.413),

- in RNSAP, not to specify the SRNC (see section 4.1 of TS25.423),
- in NBAP, not to specify the CRNC (see section 4.1 of TS25.433)

2. the principle to “not specify the sender” introduced two meetings ago by one company is therefore something new.
3 Analysis of the current draft X2AP

The source eNB initiates the procedure by sending the HANDOVER REQUEST message to the target eNB. When the source eNB sends the HANDOVER REQUEST message, it should start the timer TRELOCprep 

Upon reception of the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message the source eNB should stop the timer TRELOCprep,  start the timer TX2RELOCOverall and  terminate the Handover Preparation procedure. The source eNB is…
The HANDOVER REQUEST message may contain the Serving PLMN IE, and should contain this Information Element if source eNB serves more than one PLMN identity. If the Serving PLMN IE is contained in the HANDOVER REQUEST message, the target eNB shall store this information.

At handover preparation, when configured to collect UE historical information, the source eNB should add the stored information to the Last Visited Cell IE and include the UE History Information IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST message.
Etc…
Conclusion: From the current draft X2AP, one can see that the behaviour of the sender (originator) of the procedure has been specified multiple times based on some internal knowledge or configuration.
4 Alternative options
In RAN3#59 in [1], two main alternative options have been mentioned to try avoiding the specification of the sender:
Alternative option 1:
· The procedure text for an optional IE is removed and the IE presence is changed into “conditional”, given that it is possible to formulate a condition dependent on another IE/IE group in the same message.

This principle is certainly ok, however it is obviously of limited use: it can only apply to remove procedural text that covers the inclusion of one IE and only when this presence can be controlled by the presence of another IE. It doesn’t cover the sending of one message/ inclusion of an IE under some conditions known by the sender.
Alternative option 2: 
· Statements specifying requirements on the sending node are turned into abnormal conditions, where if the originally specified behaviour is not followed by the sending node, the receiver considers the procedure as failed;

This one can be dangerous, if not impossible to implement. Indeed, it assumes that the receiver side has the same knowledge of the condition than the sender side. Which is not always the case. 
As can be seen from X2AP examples, the condition for the source eNB to send a message/IE is a certain status achieved in the source eNB node, which the target eNB node cannot always know or guess e.g. if source eNB serves multiple PLMNs or not or if source eNB configured, etc… 
Moreover this principle could be even dangerous for IOT, as it means that the receiver eNB node would be allowed to reject some message based on its guess of what the conditions/status must have been in the sender eNB node.
We believe this is exactly why this alternative directly lead to IOT issues. 
It shouldn’t be followed. It also hopefully hasn’t been followed in the draft X2AP as the common sense has prevailed. 
5 Conclusion and Proposal
This document has shown that the current X2 principle to not specify the sender:
· doesn’t correspond to the rules used in UMTS NBAP and RNSAP,
· Can lead to testing and IOT issues,

· Has anyway not been followed when writing draft X2AP specifications (email discussion RAN3#59 number 22 or tdoc R3-080636).

Since the statements used in the draft X2AP actually do specify the sender side, we believe it was not intentional for the one company to go for the current X2 principle, but was more a mistake in the formulation from their side.

We therefore propose here-below a new formulation.

Proposal 1:

We propose to agree on one of the following formulations proposed in tdoc R3-081105 which better reflects what has been done in the draft X2AP:
4.1
Procedure specification principles

The principle for specifying the procedure logic is to specify the functional behaviour of the eNB exactly and completely when receiver of the procedure. The eNB that originates the procedure functional behaviourmay be specified. 

Or to be more precise:
4.1
Procedure specification principles

The principle for specifying the procedure logic is to specify the functional behaviour of the eNB exactly and completely when receiver of the procedure. The eNB that originates the procedure functional behaviour may be specified when it cannot be inferred from the functional behaviour of the receiver eNB. 

Proposal 2:

We also propose to agree at the same time to respect the use of “shall” when necessary in order to maintain the strength of meaningful specifications and correct accordingly the draft X2AP.
“Should” only means a recommendation. Using “should” instead of “shall” like it was done for the draft X2AP jeopardizes the interoperability for the coming multi-vendor IOT.
[1]: R3-080325 Alignment to the client-server principle Ericsson







































































































































































































































































































































