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Introduction

The purpose of this email discussion was to clarify if there was a lack of detail in the specification of cause values specified for the RL Congestion procedure implemented in the Release 4 RNSAP specification. Some companies felt that this lack of specification would cause some problems for inter-operability in multi-vendor networks.

Discussion

Tim (Vodafone) initiated the email discussion, attempting to clarify the different possible reasons why a RL Congestion Indication message could be sent. 

The reasons were:

1)UL interference reaching a threshold in the cell

2)DL transmitted carrier power reaching a particular threshold in the cell

3)Higher priority user needs to use spreading code resources

4)Higher priority user wants to use Iub resources (bandwidth)

5)Free RNC processing capacity reaches a particular threshold, or capacity is needed by higher priority user.

Vodafone then went on to discuss the possible things that the SRNC could react to these congestion reasons. These are shown below:

Reasons 1 and 2: This would generally be solved in the same way. For instance -the SRNC may try an inter-frequency HO or lower the bit rate. Eventually one may have to delete the radio link.

Reason 3: This could be solved by increasing the spreading factor of the radio link.

Reasons 4 or 5 would generally be solved in the same way. For instance by lowering the bit rate (eventually possibly deleting the radio link)).
These are the only reasons I can see for sending the Congestion Indication message from the DRNC.

Possible Solutions:

1) Tell the SRNC the reason of the congestion

2)Tell the SRNC exactly what it should do to ease the congestion - this is against the ethos of our RNSAP spec, so is probably not preferred. Also the

SRNC may do different things depending on the RAB type.

Vodafone then went on to highlight two potential solutions. These were:

1) Have three causes, grouped in terms of same SRNC behaviour:

a) RF related (corresponding to reasons 1 and 2).

b) Spreading Resource related (corresponding to reason 3).

c) Hardware resource related (corresponding to reason 4 and 5).

2) To have all of the congestion reasons (1 to 5) split into separate causes, enabling SRNC behaviour to be more explicit to the situation.

However Sharokh (Ericsson) pointed out that the spreading code related congestion indication and the hardware resource related congestion indication would both mean that a RL Reconfiguration should be carried out by the SRNC. In sending the “Allowed bit rate” in the RL Congestion Indication message, this would enable the SRNC to carry out the same action both cases. For example, if the Iub resources were congested or the spreading resources were congested (assuming the same allowed bit rate on Iub as over the radio interface) exactly the same effect would be achieved with the RL Reconfiguration procedure.

Therefore Sharokh stated that the current state of the procedure did not need any refinement.

Alberto (Motorola) then stated that this was also his opinion.

Tim (Vodafone) then replied that he could accept the views, but wondered if we needed to clarify the general meaning of “Semi-static” and “Dynamic” resources in the RNSAP specification. 

Conclusion

It is agreed that there is no action necessary as the result of the email discussion.
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