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RAN WG1  has considered the liaison from RAN WG2 (R1-99f69/R2-99d30) regarding the use of the PICH reserved bits for a Configuration Change Indicator (CCI) as proposed in the related paper (R1-99d08/R2-99b61). RAN WG1 has the following answers to the questions raised.

1 - Can the currently reserved bits on the PICH be allocated for the use of the higher layers?

The currently reserved bits on the PICH can be made available for the use of higher layers. 

2 - What are the bit-error-rate characteristics of the PICH?

In general, the error rate of the paging indicators on the PICH channel is dependant on the power that is allocated to the channel. The paging channel is configurable so paging indicators can consist of 2/4/8/16 repetitions of the PICH bits. As there are only 12 reserved bits on the PICH, for the case where paging indicators use 16 bit repetitions, the CCI would have less energy than a paging indicator (by approx 1dB). Hence, for this case, the error rate of the CCI would be slightly worse than the error rate of a paging indicator.

3 - What is the battery life improvement of decoding the reserved PICH bits rather than decoding a PCH frame?

RAN WG1 has no detailed information available for the power consumption saving that could be achieved with CCI scheme. However, the concept is similar to that of the paging indicators whereby the UE is able to receive a paging indicator rather than having to receive an entire the frame of the paging channel at each paging occasion. The overall power consumption gain will then depend on how often the situation arises whereby the mobile reselects a cell and needs to check for a change to the system information.

During the discussion of the liaison, it was commented that there is little time to finalise this for release 99, but that there would be no backward compatibility issues if this scheme where to be introduced in release 2000.
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