3GPP TSG GERAN Ad-hoc #3 
GAHW-000158

Orlando, US 
Review of the NACC concept document and related CRs

11-15th December 2000
Agenda Item 6.1.1


Title:

Review of the NACC concept document and related CRs

Date:

5th December 2000

Source:

Alcatel

Document for:
Discussion

This document contains a thorough review of all documents relating to the introduction of the Network Assisted Cell Change into R4 specifications.

1 Proposals in the email sent November 20th 2000

This section addresses the proposals that were made in the email sent by Ingemar Backlund from Ericsson. The body text has been copied and our comments are shown as revision marks.

1.
As the PDTCH is normally not shared by more than 1-3 TBFs which then normally not change cells within the same 30 seconds it is questionable if there is any gain to broadcast the Neighbour Cell PSIx/SIx Data messages. If we instead make them individually addressed we will have the following advantages:

+ 
The address in each instance of the message can be reduced from 16 bits (cell identity = ARFCN+BSIC) to 6 bits (Global TFI). 

I understand this is achieved if the network provides information related to only one neighbour cell. However, this then requires additionally a Container Id, an Index and another bit as described in the container proposal, even if a container is not required. Indeed, the MS must check that the information it has received belongs to the cell it is ordered to re-select. The Container Id together with the ARFCN and BSIC of the target cell needs to be included in the PCCO/PCCC to that avail. Therefore, when comparing 16 bits to 14 bits, the gain is not really in terms of addressing size.
+ 
The network can, if found valuable, request acknowledgement of the message. 

This can be useful indeed. However, this will then add delay in order for the network to wait for the acknowledgement (one round trip delay plus 50msec max due to RRBP scheduling). This must be taken into account by the network when assessing how long it can wait prior to sending Neighbour cell System Information.
+
There is no need for the MS to store more than one set of neighbour cell information compared to 6 as in today's proposal.

Agreed. But 10*23 = 230 bytes per cell does not seem that constraining to store.

The Alcatel proposal for enhancement of NACC in NC2 mode will also add a possibility to have an acknowledgement of received system information. 

This is no longer applicable if the system information is sent as a non-distribution message.
2.
Most of the PSI/SI system information messages are already fully loaded. Of that reason we need to remove some parameters from the original PSI/SI messages when they shall be put in the Neighbour Cell PSIx/SIx Data messages as we for CCN need to add either a 2-octets long cell identity (ARFCN+BSIC, if broadcast) or a 6-bits Global TFI (if individually addressed)  as address to each of them.  Therefore we propose to replace the Neighbour Cell PSIx/SIx Data messages with a new instantiated container-like message.

Attached is a document presenting the container principles with ideas originating from PSI6 and PSI7. The proposal is reflecting the individual addressing as proposed in  pos 1 above.

The pros and cons with such a proposal are:

+
more future-proof as the container keeps complete PSI/SI messages even if these messages are updated in the future;

+
There is no need to re-define the PSI/SI messages when put into the container;

+
It is easy to include new system information messages in the future for e.g. co-ordination with UMTS;

+
Just one new message type has to be added instead of five;

+
Extra header which will add at least one extra instance (but that would probably also be the case for the Neighbour Cell PSI2 Data messages without the container proposal);

+
If one container instance is not received, more than one PSI/SI message can be destroyed.

Alcatel agree this is a good proposal.

2 Review of Neighbour cell data-container document

This document was sent on November 20th 2000 as an attachment to the above-mentioned email. This section is a review of the document section by section.

2.1 Section 1

“Which system information that has to be sent to the MS depends on if there is a PBCCH available in the neighbour cell or not, i e it will either be SI messages or PSI messages.”

This is not sufficient since this should depend also on whether the target cell supports the Packet PSI Status option or not. For example, if the target cell has a PBCCH but does not support the Packet PSI Status message, then the network may provide PSI14 or SI1 and SI13 if PSI14 is not implemented.
(except for possibly the padding bits, which might be removed)

We agree the padding bits could be removed.
2.2 Section 3

First, this sending is relevant also if the target cell has a PBCCH but the network does not support the Packet PSI Status option and the PSI14 message sending. At least the sending of SI1 and SI13 is relevant in this case.

Second, the ability to attempt access in a cell without having tried a complete PBCCH acquisition but with only PSI1 and a complete set of PSI2 messages was introduced because:

· the Packet PSI Status message can then be sent to the network to trigger the sending of missing PSI messages to the MS,

· the network could schedule the missing PSI messages on PACCH.

These principles still apply in R4, therefore, if PBCCH is present in the target cell, either the MS can access the new cell after having received PSI1 and a consistent set of PSI2 messages and then requests the missing PSI messages, or the MS has to attempt at least once the reception of all other PSI messages.

This is currently not possible for SI messages. Therefore, Alcatel do not agree that an MS could attempt access in a cell having only received SI1, SI3 and SI13 messages. We propose the following:

· introduce the ability in R4 and beyond that the Packet PSI Status provides the network with which SI messages are stored in the MS, i.e. extend the Packet PSI Status to SI messages;

· introduce the possibility that an MS may attempt access in a cell that does not have a PBCCH if it has received SI1, SI3 and SI13 messages and subsequently performs the request for acquisition of system information messages on PACCH, that would be provided in containers similar to the Packet Neighbour Cell Data message. This message could be called e.g. Packet Serving Cell Data message, it could reuse the same encoding as the Packet Neighbour Cell Data message except that a specific container Id could be used (e.g. ‘00’, which would be reserved in the PNCD message).

Otherwise, the MS has to attempt at least once the reception of all other SI messages than SI3, SI13 and SI1 scheduled in a TC cycle. If the MS was allowed to attempt access without doing that, then for example, the MS would have no BA(list) and therefore would not be able to perform cell re-selection !
3 Review of GP-000665_Ericsson_response document

Thank you for your review of our questions. We have a few comments and would appreciate your feedback as far as the following questions are concerned:

1a) Why are you precluding the NCC procedures in Iu mode to be introduced in R4 since both A/Gb and Iu modes will use the same cell re-selection algorithms when in RR Packet Idle mode and MAC Idle Mode respectively ?

1c)
As said before, we think that an MS supporting the NCC feature shall also support the Packet PSI Status procedures. It may actually already be the case for Rel99 MSs.

Second, we do not agree with the introduction of this new marker. Instead, we propose the above, i.e. extending the Packet PSI Status message to cover also SI messages. An MS would then be allowed to perform access in a cell supporting the Packet PSI Status if it has received either PSI1 and PSI2 if PBCCH is present, or SI1, SI3 and SI13 if PBCCH is not present. In case the target cell does not support the Packet PSI Status, the network could send either PSI14 or SI1 and SI13 to help the MS perform complete PSI message acquisition if PBCCH is present in the cell, otherwise, it may just send the PCCC or SI1, SI3 and SI13.

1e) We do not think there should be any issue between cells supporting either Iu/Gb or only Gb since such cells would broadcast the same system information messages, depending on whether PBCCH is supported or not.

2b) See above. We do not agree with this new rule that allows an MS to make an access when having received only SI1, SI3 and SI13 without implementing a request for acquisition of system information. This is fundamentally different from the case when PBCCH is present in the cell.

2f) We do not understand the last sentence: the MS can choose if it shall fulfil the cell reselection or not. Could you clarify please ?

2k) We agree the proposal should remain as simple as possible and therefore that it is probably ok to have a fixed value of the timer. However, in your calculations, you did not take into account the time to send the neighbour cell system information plus possibly the time to request acknowledgement of the sending.

3c) If the network wants to re-direct the MS to another cell, why would it be required to move it to NC2 before ? I guess the network can provide the neighbour cell data for another cell and then make the mapping Container Id to Cell Id in the PCCC/PCCO message. Am I correct ?

4 Review of GAHW-000156 (CR on 04.60)

See GAHW-000159 for the detailed commented version of GAHW-000156.

5 Review of GAHW-000154 (Concept document)

This section lists a few comments on version 0.0.3 of the concept document, not mentioning again the comments made in the above sections.

5.1 Section 3.3

· “A network may anytime send neighbour cell system information on PACCH to a certain MS independent of the CCN mode.”

Is this still applicable since neighbour cell system information is now proposed to be sent as non-distribution messages ? Therefore, the trigger for such sending is now either the PCCN for MSs in NC0/1, or a cell re-selection decision by the network in NC2. This should be made clear.
· “The inclusion of the ARFCN for BCCH and the BSIC in the message identifies the new cell.”

The target cell can be implicitly identified by a container identity in the Packet Neighbour Cell Data messages. The mapping between the container identity and the ARFCN+BSIC of the target cell is made in the PCCC/PCCO message. This should be made clear in the text. Additionally, we still do not see the benefit of allowing an explicit cell identity in the PNCD messages.
5.2 Section 3.4

· “If PBCCH is present in the new cell and if the PACKET PSI STATUS procedure is supported, the MS shall use this procedure for acquisition of SI/PSI messages not included in the Packet Neighbour Cell data message.”

Why talking of SI/PSI messages ? Indeed, we may extend that procedure to cover the case where the new cell does not have a PBCCH.
5.3 Section 4.4.3

The beginning does not show that one or more PNCD messages can be sent before sending the PCCC.

6 Review of GAHW-000155 (CR on 03.64)

6.1 Section 6.5.6.4

First, this section is entitled Network Assisted Cell Change and deals with the Network Assisted Cell Change option. However, CCN mode has been introduced in section 3.1. Maybe it would be more appropriate to introduce the NACC abbreviation and use in the rest of the document as well as in 04.60.

Second, this CR should be reviewed in line with our earlier comments.

· “The neighbour cell system information is contained in the Packet Cell Change Data message.”

I think it is rather the Packet Neighbour Cell Data message.
7 Review of GAHW-000157 (CR on 24.008)

No comment.
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