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Cheju, Korea, 2 - 5 November 1999


To:
RAN WG3

Source: 

RAN WG2

Title: 
Reply to the LS on FACH and RACH data streams across Iur 

RAN WG2 thanks RAN-WG3 for the LS entitled “Liaison statement on FACH and RACH data streams across Iur”. RAN-WG2 have the following comments and answers:

R3 statement:

“WG3 has agreed that the contents of the MAC-c SDU should be transparent to the FACH FP on Iur. However, a need to clarify the contents with respect to MAC-d <-> MAC-c interaction has been identified. WG3 believes that the standard should specify exactly which part (fields) of the MAC header that is added by MAC-d in the SRNC, which part of the MAC header that is added by MAC-c in the DRNC, and how many RLC PDUs of the same UE are inserted in one MAC-c SDU. WG3 would therefore like to ask WG2 to provide the exact definition of the MAC-c SDU that shall be transferred in the FACH FP on Iur, together with a reference to the appropriate R2 specification where the MAC-c SDU is defined.

As for the MAC-c SDU used in the FACH FP on Iur WG3 would also like WG2 to provide the exact definition of the corresponding MAC-c SDU transferred in the uplink direction by the DRNC to the SRNC in the RACH FP on Iur. 

As for the MAC-c SDU used in the FACH FP on Iur WG3 would also like WG2 to provide the exact definition of the corresponding MAC-c SDU transferred in the uplink direction by the DRNC to the SRNC in the RACH FP on Iur.

It should be noted that ‘MAC-c SDU‘ is only a temporary name used within WG3. The final naming of the SDU is considered a WG2 issue. “

R2 answer:

R2 would like to clarify that, as the “MAC-c SDU” is not an SDU on the Uu interface, it will not be specified in R2. 

However, according to the MAC model in 25.321 the only part of the MAC header that is inserted or read in MAC-d is the C/T field. R2 has decided to use 4 bits for the C/T field on RACH/FACH. MAC-d will append one C/T field to each RLC PDU.   

R3:

Furthermore WG3 took the following working assumptions:

1. The MAC-c SDU format is identified (between MAC-c and MAC-d) by its size (in bits). The value range is 0-65535. In case of any potential restrictions in the maximum MAC-c SDU size WG2 is requested to indicate this in the definition of the MAC-c SDU.

2. The MAC-c entity selects the possible sizes of the MAC-c SDU.

3. MAC-c may select multiple as well as different allowed MAC-c SDU formats per priority class. 16 priority classes are defined.

R2 answer:

R2 does not see that the assumptions made by R3 will impose any restrictions on Uu. 

1. Even if there is a restriction on the maximum size of a transport block set size (the data that is transmitted on one TrCH in one TTI), this restriction is not directly related to the format of the data transmitted between MAC-d and MAC-c over Iur. The R2 opinion is that one “MAC-c SDU” does not necessarily need to contain all data that should be transmitted in one TTI. Instead, it should be possible to split the data between several “MAC-c SDUs”. However, it must be possible to carry at least all data belonging to one transport block in one “MAC-c SDU”. Since the maximum size of a transport block is 5000 bits, the value range assumed by R3 is sufficient.

2. R2 does not see any problems with the R3 assumption that MAC-c selects the “MAC-c SDU” format.

3. The opinion of R2 is that the 16 priority classes over Iur assumed by R3 would be sufficient for the purposes of scheduling in MAC-c.  

R3: 

WG2 is kindly requested to provide the complete model of the MAC-d <-> MAC-c interaction, that may be based on the reported assumption. 
R2 answer:

R2 hopes that the information provided in this LS, together with the MAC model in 25.321, will provide a sufficient model for R3. R2 would be happy to review any further developments made by R3 on the MAC-c/MAC-d communication, e.g. the specification of the “MAC-c SDUs”. 
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