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1 Introduction

In Release 5, it was agreed to have a feature in the UE which allowed to send a compressed form of the INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO back to the network via the GSM radio interface. The need for this feature is to enable a reduction in the call setup delay for GSM. There were two functions agreed for this feature:

A compressed message coding: For the UE to signal a compressed coding (of pre-defined configurations, and UE capabilities) of the INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO message, with network support for the reception of the compressed coding indicated by the network.

A limitation on the number of pre-defined configurations to be sent: For the network to explicitly signal to the UE the number of pre-defined configurations that it should send to the network.

Whilst the behaviour of function 1 is quite clear in the current version of the RRC specification, there seem to be some gaps in the RRC specification with regards to function 2. The aim of this paper is to discuss these issues, and the need for their clarification.

2 Discussion

2.1 General

The following is an extract from 25.331 version 5.6.0, section 8.1.16.3:

1> in case support for the compressed version of the inter RAT handover info is indicated via the other radio access technology: 

2>
in case the other radio access technology indicates the number of pre-defined configurations mandatory to report:

3> omit reporting (some) of the pre-defined configurations beyond the number indicated by the other radio access technology if this makes the INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO message size optimised for the other radio access technology.

NOTE:
In case of GSM, the omission of pre-defined configurations applies in case it makes the message fit within one LapDm segment on the radio interface.


2>
include of the following IEs the IE that after encoding has the smallest size: IE "Predefined configuration status information compressed" or the IE "Predefined configuration status information";

2.2 Should we indicate the absence of a pre-defined configuration?

It is not currently clear from the specification, whether the sentence “omit reporting (some) of the pre-defined configurations” means that the UE should report these pre-defined configurations in the IE “PredefinedConfigStatusListVarSz >> PredefinedConfigStatusInfo “ to be “not stored” or whether it should not include them within the message at all.

In the paper which proposed this function [1], it states:

“One possible approach is to introduce a mechanism by which the network can control whether the UE is allowed to go beyond the one segment size or whether it should omit certain information instead. Concerning the information to be omitted, the preconfiguration status information is a main candidate (due to its relatively large size). The solution would mean that UE reports some of the stored configurations as absent just to stay within the one segment limit. The drawbacks of this solution are limited especially when UTRAN can control for which pre- defined configurations the UE can skip the reporting.”

This seems to suggest that the absence of the pre-defined configuration should be reported, which would suggest the indication of “not stored” for this pre-defined configuration.

2.3 Other unclarities

In addition to the above, the current specification of the UE behaviour on receiving an network indication of the number of pre-defined configurations (PDCs) needs to be clarified in other areas.

1) In the case where the UE has received an indication to report only x  PDCs, yet the message fits into 1 segment (LapDm frame) even without reducing the number of PDCs to x, the behaviour is unclear. Should the UE perform the limitation in any case? Vodafone believes that this is currently the intention. However it is unclear.

2) In the case where the UE has received an indication to report only x PDCs, and in encoding the message for x PDCs, the message fits into 1 segment, but it could still fit some more PDCs, the behaviour is currently unclear. Vodafone believes that the intention is that the UE just limits the reported number to x.

3) In the case where the UE has received an indication to report only x PDCs, and in encoding the message for x PDCs, the message does not fit into 1 segment, and therefore configures the message with all PDCs – which now means that the message size exceeds 2 segments, the behaviour is unclear. Should the UE still provide some limitation to ensure that the message fits into 2 segments? This may be a Rel'6 optimization due to the fact that the compressed message will always fit into 2 segments in Release 5.

4) In the case where the UE has received an indication to report only x PDCs, and in encoding the message for x PDCs, the message fits into 2 segments whereas the full message size would have previously fitted into 3 segments the behaviour is unclear. Again this may be a Release 6 optimization due to the maximum Release 5 message size being within 2 segments of a LapDm frame.

3 Proposal

It is proposed that we agree on the specification on the issues in this paper, in order for the CRs to be written and agreed.
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