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1
Introduction
During RAN WG2 #74, it has been decided to have a email discussion “on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling”, with the following scope:

Scope: How to disable the feature in rel’8 and how to fix the feature starting from rel’9

=>
Intended Outcome: Documents submitted at the next meeting

Four companies took part in the discussions: NSN, Broadcom, Renesas and Ericsson.
2
Discussions
The questions were about:

· if the stored RB ‘ multiplexing options’ would be affected by the section. (ie RB that are not mentioned in the message).

It has been clarified that it was the goal of the feature.

One company agreed on proposal 1
One company thinks proposal 2 is not necessary

It has been clarified as well that when UE uses the RB multiplexing option stored as CEL_FACH default configuration, UE would also use the RLC parameters listed in 13.8. However UE behave as usual  when going back to DCH.
One company asked if the goal was still to disable to feature in Rel-8. It was clarified that if was agreed in last meeting.
4
Conclusion
The feature seems to be fairly understood by the majority of companies, however some clarification may be needed in the specification to avoid misunderstanding.

[image: image1.emf]Re   74#37  - UMTS   Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829)  NSN .msg


_1374994553/Re   74#37  - UMTS  Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829)  NSN .msg
Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]

		From

		Decarreau, Guillaume (NSN - CN/Beijing)

		To

		3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG

		Recipients

		3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG



Hi Brian all,



Thanks for your questions, please find our reply below:



 



BR



Guillaume



 



From: ext Brian Martin [mailto:brian.martin@RENESASMOBILE.COM] 
Sent: Friday, August 12, 2011 4:48 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi Guillaume,



 



Thanks for the clarifications. 



 



The reason I was asking about this modification of stored RB mapping, is that we were not sure whether it would ever be useful as such (hence better from UE implementation point of view not to have it)



 



For example, if default configuration in CELL_FACH is always provided in RRC connection setup, and handover to UTRAN – then there will never be a case whereby a stored RB mapping needs to be modified. However the IE may be provided in other messages such as Cell Update Confirm. Is the intention then to perform RB mapping modification of a previously stored RB configuration as part of SRNS relocation (e.g. from a part of the NW which doesn't support default config in CELL_FACH, to another part which will configure that)? So the intention is to reduce message size transferred as part of SRNS relocation, not only HOTU and RRC connection setup. 



[NSN] Yes you are right and you gave a example of usage of the preconfiguration.  The UE just adds the multiplexing option for RACH/FACH in this case instead of replacing it. In case of bad radio condition, the transfer of full FACH configuration to the UE can take several transport block with more risk of failed transmission.



 



 



Then about the RLC parameters. At least our understanding of the existing spec is that the UE shall apply the CELL_FACH default configuration parameters whenever the multiplexing option for FACH/RACH is added to SRB1/2/3 (i.e. they are applied when this is configured). However what you said below implies that the UE needs to store 2 sets of RLC parameters. One set is given in DCH configuration either by default or explicit configuration. Then only when the UE transitions to CELL_FACH state (i.e. later than when the default configuration is configured) then it applies the CELL_FACH parameters. Is that the intention? Should the UE then re-apply the DCH RLC parameters when moving back to DCH state? Ideally there should be only 1 set of RLC parameters, as is the case with all existing configurations.



[NSN]  In the current specification, there is one set of RLC parameters per RB and it is not based on UE state. So UE does not need to reapply DCH RLC parameters back. After applying RLC parameters for Cell_FACH from table 13.8, UE just continues to use that until it has received explicit RLC configuration for that RB in Cell_DCH also. If later UE moves back to Cell_FACH again and it re-loads the RACH/FACH mapping option, it will re-load the RLC Info again from the table. So UE just has only one set of RLC Information in use at a time as in the current specification ( the one is use can be the one given by the NW with explicit configuration or UE loading and applying it when applying sec 13.8).



 



Thanks,



Brian 



 



 



From: Decarreau, Guillaume (NSN - CN/Beijing) [mailto:guillaume.decarreau@NSN.COM] 
Sent: 12 August 2011 02:41
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi Namir, all



The discussion is about the feature itself (it is the same in Rel-8, 9 and 10). In our understanding the feature does not need to be fixed. But some clarification can be discussed and included in the specs.



 



We understand that the decision in last RAN2 is to remove the feature in Rel-8.



 



However, if it is better understood by companies and clear enough, we are not against keeping it in Rel-8.



BR



Guillaume



 



From: ext Namir Lidian [mailto:namir.lidian@ERICSSON.COM] 
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 6:53 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi Guillaume,



 



Thanks for the contribution and the discussion.



 



We have a question for clarification. According to RAN2 agreement, it was agreed to disable this feature at least in Rel-8 and to fix the issue starting from Rel-9, but the proposal in this mail discussion is discussing Rel-8 feature?



 



Best regards,



/Namir



 



  _____  


From: Decarreau, Guillaume (NSN - CN/Beijing) [mailto:guillaume.decarreau@NSN.COM] 
Sent: den 11 augusti 2011 05:16
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



Hi Brian, Odile, All,



 



Sorry for the late reply



 



The Idea of this feature is to ensure that UE have a CELL_FACH configuration when moving to CELL_FACH, without having to provide it in a long message.



 



As the current specs only cover SRB1,2,3, I will focus on these examples. The scenario is the following :



·         The flag "Default configuration for CELL_FACH" is present, in a message (and there is no multiplexing option for RACH/FACH in message or in the UE). 



·         UE moves to CELL_FACH (immediately or later on)



·         UE will use the default configuration for SRB1,2,3 and RLC parameters as listed in section 13.8.



 



The flag would apply  even if the message does not contain any multiplexing option for DCH for SRB1,2,3. This would be useful in case the network only needs to provide Physical Channel Reconfiguration only for example.



 



BR



 



Guillaume



 



 



 



From: ext Brian Martin [mailto:brian.martin@RENESASMOBILE.COM] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 5:40 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi Guillaume, Odile + All,



 



Thanks for the discussion so far. Actually Odile raised quite an important question, but first I’ll try to address the proposals given in the NSN draft discussion paper. 



 



On proposal 1: 



In our understanding, what the current wording is intended to say, is that if RRC state indicator in the received message = CELL_DCH/CELL_FACH then those are the multiplexing options (i.e. in CELL_FACH only 1 multiplexing option is configured, in CELL_DCH only 2). The current wording in the table of values implies that the NW always needs to provide a full configuration in the RRC message (with either only FACH/RACH option, or with FACH/RACH + CELL_DCH option). 



 



However, some networks may want to provide more than one option to use in CELL_DCH - for example DCH/DCH + HS-DSCH/E-DCH then add FACH/RACH as the 3rd. So it seems the most straightforward way is to remove the numbering + take care in the procedure text to specify what the UE needs to do. So we’re OK with proposal 1, but as Odile mentioned something needs to be clarified in procedure text (I’ll come back to this)



 



On proposal 2: 



The current procedure text states that the UE always applies the RLC parameters given in the CELL_FACH default configuration when adding the FACH/RACH mapping option (i.e. if the RB doesn’t already have a FACH/RACH mapping option, or if the RB isn’t included in the received message). If anything other than default RLC parameters are needed then the NW needs to provide the explicit parameters.



 



1>  if no multiplexing option containing the combination "FACH" for the DL and "RACH" for the UL for a RB with radio bearer identity n is stored in the UE; and



1>  if a multiplexing option containing the combination "FACH" for the DL and "RACH" for the UL for a RB with radio bearer identity n is included in the default configuration:



2>  store the radio bearer mapping information in accordance with the default parameters for RB with radio bearer identity n.



So we don’t think proposal 2 is needed. 



 



Other:



Then on whether or not the UE should “modify” the previously stored multiplexing options. Actually the current procedure text in 13.8 implies that the UE should do that – however the current table of values implies the full configuration should be given in the received message. So there’s a contradiction + if we just apply proposal 1 then UE needs to be able to modify the stored multiplexing options. If I understood Guillaume’s last email – that is NSNs intention. 



 



We are not clear if there is any benefit from that (if there is then please explain) – we think it would be better if the NW always provides the full configuration (i.e. provides the CELL_DCH mapping options in the same message). This would then align the procedure will all of the existing (tried and tested) reconfiguration procedures – otherwise UE needs to implement some special handling to reconfigure stored multiplexing options (obviously if there is not benefit, we don’t want to do that). 



 



Subclause  8.6.4.8 specifies the UE behavior:



1>  if the "RB mapping info" is considered as valid according to the rules above:



2>  delete all previously stored multiplexing options for that radio bearer;



2>  store each new multiplexing option for that radio bearer;



In other words, if the RB is already stored with multiplexing options, then any existing multiplexing options are deleted and replaced (in this case we are talking about SRB1,2,3).



 



This could be captured in procedure text in the following manner: 



 



1>  if no multiplexing option containing the combination "FACH" for the DL and "RACH" for the UL for a RB with radio bearer identity n is provided by explicit configuration in the received message; and



1>  if a multiplexing option containing the combination "FACH" for the DL and "RACH" for the UL for a RB with radio bearer identity n is included in the default configuration:



2>  store the radio bearer mapping information in accordance with the default parameters for RB with radio bearer identity n.



 



Along with removing the option numbering (proposal 1 in NSN paper) that procedure text change should take care of all the issues. i.e. it covers what RLC parameter to apply, clarifies how UE adds the multiplexing option to the received configuration, aligns the procedure to existing RRC reconfiguration procedure.



 



Best Regards,



Brian



 



 



 



From: Odile Rollinger [mailto:odiler@BROADCOM.COM] 
Sent: 28 July 2011 14:24
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi Guillaume



 



Thanks a lot for this contribution.  



I am  still  not sure I understand how it is supposed to work and I think some text will be needed



 



Just to try to understand, I would like to clarify a few points:



 



1)      Is that correct that reception of the IE ‘ default configuration for CELL_FACH’ does not affect the stored ‘RB multiplexing options’  received previously, regardless of the UE  state at the time



(e.g. one SRB could have already two  RB mux options ‘ RACH/FACH’ and ‘DCH/DCH’, and another RB three RB mux options ‘RACH/FACH’, ‘DCH/DCH’, ‘E-DCH/HS-DSCH’, these RBs will not be affected at all) 



 



2)      In case one RB has no RB multiplexing for CELL_FACH at the time of the reception, does this add ‘ a RB multiplexing option’ to the already stored RB multiplexing options for this RB, and this irrespective of the UE state



(e.g RB2 has one  ‘RB multiplexing option’ ‘E-DCH/HS-DSCH’ prior to the message and two RB multiplexing options ‘E-DCH/HS-DSCH’, ‘RACH/FACH’ after reception of the message)



 



If this is TRUE, what happens when the UE is reconfigured with a new set of ‘RB multiplexing option’. E.g UE in CELL_FACH with no explicit ‘ a RB multiplexing option’ is using the ‘default configuration for CELL_FACH’ for all SRBS.  UE is moved to CELL_DCH and provided with one ‘RB multiplexing’ DCH/DCH  for all SRBs.  Is the RB multiplexing option for CELL_FACH erased?



 



 



 



Thanks in advance



Best Regards



Odile



 



From: Decarreau, Guillaume (NSN - CN/Beijing) [mailto:guillaume.decarreau@NSN.COM] 
Sent: 25 July 2011 08:17
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi All,



Here is a draft discussion paper in which we describe the default configuration for CELL_FACH and we propose some change, based on previous discussions. The CRs will follow.



 



Your feedback is welcome,



 



Best Regards,



Guillaume



 



From: Decarreau, Guillaume (NSN - CN/Beijing) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 11:31 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: [74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



 



Hi All,



This is email is to formally kick off the email discussion on default configuration for CELL_FACH:



[74#37] - UMTS: Email discussion on how to fix default configuration for cell-fach handling (R2-112829) [NSN]



-     Scope: How to disable the feature in rel’8 and how to fix the feature starting from rel’9



=>  Intended Outcome: Documents submitted at the next meeting



The end of discussion is: Monday  15 August midnight Pacific (submission deadline).



We will contribute and propose a way forward and as well as CRs for Rel-8, 9 and 10. 



Guillaume






