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1 Introduction

At its 15th meeting RAN WG3 identified a significant outstanding issue. It was realised that the sizes of some RNSAP and NBAP messages could become very large. So large that the under laying protocol layers may be too restrictive in their maximum SDU sizes.

Even though it was realised that having large messages is a significant problem in itself RAN WG3 started to work on two parallel investigations. The two parallel investigations are a) means to significantly reduce the size of the RNSAP and NBAP messages and b) means to overcome the current maximum SDU sizes of the under laying protocol layers. For RNSAP it was considered uncertain whether or not there really is a limitation from the maximum SDU size of the under laying protocol layer. This issue must be concluded on before deciding on any solution.

For RNSAP the current main restriction is relating to RNSAP messages utilising SCCP connection less (CL) SCCP. In this case the maximum SDU size is 4k. At RAN WG3 meeting #16 it was concluded that that the main IEs contributing to the RNSAP message sizes (for messages utilising CL SCCP) are the TFCS of a Secondary CCPCH and a container carrying an RRC messages sent/received on the CCCH in a DRNC.

An RRC message sent/received on the CCCH in a DRNC would be transferred on RNSAP in the cases where:

a) the DRNC receives an RRC message on the CCCH in the UL of a cell with a U-RNTI indicating that the receiving SRNC is another RNC (than the DRNC) or

b) the SRNC requests the DRNC to send a message on the CCCH in the DL of a cell. 

The former case is typically a Cell Update, URA Update, or RRC Connection Re-establishment. The latter case is typically the SRNC response (when no DCCH is required) to any of the messages in the former case.

The TFCS of a Secondary CCPCH would be transferred over RNSAP in the case of network assignment of the Secondary CCPCH to be used by a UE in Cell_FACH state. This relates to the possibility for the DRNC to select another Secondary CCPCH for a UE than the UE would select itself (based on the U-RNTI). This would typically be used when the SRNC requires a DCCH.

It is the current understanding of RAN WG3 that the only RRC message relevant for the CCCH that could have a significant impact on the total size of an RNSAP message is the RRC Connection Re-establishment message. It is also the understanding of RAN WG3 that the size of the RRC messages sent on the CCCH is to a large extent limited by the fact that RLC transparent mode is being used on the CCCH. However, RAN WG3 does not have a clear understanding on what this size limit would be.

Further more, it is the current understanding of RAN WG3 that even though the TFCS can provide information for at the most 1024 allowed transport format combinations the realistic maximum number of allowed transport format combinations for a Secondary CCPCH is far below the maximum. 1024 TFCIs is thus not considered the typical case for a Secondary CCPCH that the DRNC selects and transfers configuration information for to the SRNC. However, RAN WG3 does not have a clear understanding on how many TFCIs that would be typical for a Secondary CCPCH.

2 Questions

In relation to the sizes of RRC messages sent/received on a CCCH, RAN WG3 would kindly like to as RAN WG2 the following:

1. What would be a realistic maximum size of an RRC message sent/received on the CCCH?

2. What would be a typical size of an RRC message sent/received on the CCCH?

3. How large does RAN WG2 expect RRC messages for the CCCH to become in the future as a realistic maximum, given possible evolution of the RRC protocol?
Is it likely that the realistic maximum size exceeds 2k?
Is it likely that the realistic maximum size comes anywhere near 4k?

In relation to the size of the TFCS, RAN WG3 would kindly like to as RAN WG2 the following:

4. What would be a realistic maximum number of TFCI of Secondary CCPCH, taking the possibility of multiplexing multiple FACHs on one Secondary CCPCH into account?

5. What would be a typical number of TFCI of Secondary CCPCH, taking the possibility of multiplexing multiple FACHs on one Secondary CCPCH into account?

6. In which direction does RAN WG2 expect the evolution of the usage of Secondary CCPCHs? 
Towards a few high bandwidth Secondary CCPCHs with many FACHs in a cell and thus potentially a large number of entries in the TFCS of Secondary CCPCH?
Towards many low bandwidth Secondary CCPCHs with a few FACHs in a cell and thus potentially a lower number of entries in the TFCS of Secondary CCPCH?
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