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1. INTRODUCTION

In this contribution Nokia would like to comment the Nortel contribution [1] regarding the choice of the abstract description method for RRC and present our views on the subject.

2. GENERAL COMMENTS

The comparison of abstract tabular format and ASN.1 is somewhat misleading because it might give the impression that the use of one excludes the use of the other in specifying the message contents. However, they both have a their place in specification process.

In the methodology e-mail discussions three levels of message definitions have been identified. These are:

1. Pure abstract message definitions.

2. Message abstract syntax definitions.

3. Message transfer syntax definitions.

Tabular format is easier to read and modify than ASN.1 definitions. On the other hand, it is more error-prone and not as precise due to the vagueness. Tabular format specifications can more easily be misinterpreted because tables do not contain all the relevant structure and grouping information. The use of abstract tabular format maps to the first case on the list above.

ASN.1 requires more preciseness because one must specify a message structure completely without holes or vagueness. It requires more mental effort from a specifier when he/she must determine what is the real information that is transmitted and how it can be expressed in ASN.1. The use of ASN.1 maps to the second case on the list above.

Our view is that tabular format could be used early in specification process. When message contents are stabilised, ASN.1 should be used to specify more precise definitions for the messages. The ASN.1 definitions are needed so that unambiguous definitions that can be used in e.g. protocol verification can be created.

3. COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC ISSUES

In [1] on the second page the part which states that it may not be possible to say to which specific abstract information element a given bit in the transfer syntax belongs to is a little unclear. To our understanding, one should be able to say that, even in cases where encoding is optimised and one encoded value contains information for several IEs.

On ASN.1 and tagging: it is true that tagging conveys transfer syntax information, but if automatic tagging is used – as it should be – the reader of the ASN.1 can only see the "AUTOMATIC TAGS" keyword. 

Regarding the first paragraph in chapter 5.3.2 in [1], the example in chapter 4 illustrates one possible way of specifying a condition where the presence of an information element depends on the value of another IE. Another way to achieve this is to use user-defined constraints: 

(CONSTRAINED BY {--Condition()}).

Furthermore, if the comment about arrays ranged 2 or more means that it is not possible to express limits for arrays or lists, this is not correct. ASN.1 contains size constraint specifications, and an example can be found in the example in chapter 4. If the comment means something else, we would like to ask for clarifications on the subject.

We agree that the ASN.1 description should include in clear text the meaning of each field in an IE description, if this information can not be deducted from e.g. naming of the information elements.

4. REWRITTEN ASN.1

In our opinion, when ASN.1 is used, its full potential should be used instead of a limited set of its features. This leads to a description which is not necessarily pure abstract, but presents the relations between different information elements and their structure clearly. Below the ASN.1 definitions in [1] have been rewritten.

RadioAccessBearerReconfiguration ::= SEQUENCE {

    
activationTime              
Time,

    
c-rnti                      
C-RNTI                  
OPTIONAL,

 
    
uplinkDPCHPowerControlInfo  
PowerControlInfo        
OPTIONAL,

    
frequencyInfo               
FrequencyInfo           
OPTIONAL,

    
chInfo                      
CHOICE {

        
uplinkDPCHInfo          
DPCHInfo,

      
      prachInfo               
PRACHInfo

  
      },

    
    
uplinkTimeSlotInfo          
TimeSlotInfo            
OPTIONAL,

    
    
downlinkChannelInfo         
DownlinkChannelInfoList,

    
    
downlinkTimeSlotInfo        
TimeSlotInfo            
OPTIONAL,

    
    
ssdtIndicator               
SSDTIndicator           
OPTIONAL,

    
   
...

      }

DownlinkChannelInfoList ::= 

    

SEQUENCE (SIZE (minDownlinkChInfoCount..maxDownlinkChInfoCount)) OF 

    

DownlinkChannelInfo

DownlinkChannelInfo ::= SEQUENCE {

    

primaryCCPCHInfo            CCPCHInfo,

    

downlinkDCPCHInfo           DCPCHInfo,

    

secondaryCCPCHInfo          CCPCHInfo

}

PagingRecord ::= SEQUENCE {

    

pagingOriginatorAndInfo     CHOICE {

        

utran                       NULL,

        

cn                          CNPagingInfo

    

},

    

pagedIdentity               CHOICE {

        

imsi                        IMSI,

        

tmsi                        TMSI,

        

p-tmsi                      TMSI,

        

sId                         SEQUENCE {

            

s-rnti                      S-RNTI,

            

srncIdentity                SRNCIdentity

        

}

    

}

}

-- Note: Information about originator and addition

-- information are combined together (pagingOriginatorAndInfo). 

-- There is no need for a separate originator IE.

CNPagingInfo ::= SEQUENCE {

    

pagingCause                 PagingCause,

    
cnDomainIdentity            CNDomainIdentity            

}

5. CONCLUSIONS

Concerning the two proposals presented in [1], Nokia has no problems in accepting them, apart from the issues presented in the first paragraph of chapter 3 in this contribution. To avoid confusion, it is proposed that the term "pure abstract" is used to describe definitions which do not convey any transfer syntax information or show how the information elements are structured and the term "message abstract" is used for definitions which do not make assumptions on a particular transfer syntax but may contain e.g. structure information for given IEs.

In addition, it is proposed that an e-mail discussion on how the tabular format should be used in specifications be launched. The results of this discussion should be presented in the next WG2 meeting, and a decision on the exact way tabular format is to be used should be made then.
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