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1
Introduction

Woonhee(Moderator) kicked off the email discussion;

During the RAN3 #30 Meeting, it was discussed whether the HS-SCCH PO should be deliverd in control plane message or in user plane control frame. To compare the cases, we decided to understand whether other HSDPA parameters, listed below, should be changed according to the SHO situation (i.e. The value doesn't care the number of legs.) or the size of Active set (i.e. The value will be changed depending on the number of legs). This email discussion is to look into how frequently the parameters should be changed and to decide if HS-SCCH PO should be delivered in control plane message or in user plane control frame.

- CQI Feedback Cycle

- CQI Feedback Offset

- CQI Repetition Factor

- ACK/NACK Repetition Factor

- CQI PO

- ACK PO

- NACK PO

- HS-SCCH PO

The current assumption is that HS-SCCH PO is the only parameter whose value will be changed according to the active set size.(R3-021148)

Comments are invited.

.
2
Discussion

Sharokh(Ericsson) :

As discussed in the RAN3#30 and also stated in the 25.214, the HS-SCCH PO should be optional, the Node B doesn't necessarily need to take the parameter into account.

Secondly, since the HS-SCCH PO would be the first parameter that is introduced in the UP and a new control frame needs to be created for that, we should have a good reason whether this is motivated. The question is what is the gain achieved by changing the offset when going from 2 RLs to 3 RLs and so on?

Woonhee(Nokia) :

It was already agreed that the usage of HS-SCCH PO in Node B shall be optional. I would say we have to take this into account when making CR.

Regarding to your question, we got the LS from RAN1 saying "It should be also possible to change the offset during a connection for example due to changes in the active set or due to the fact that Node B is not aware of the content of DPCH (and possible changes to the services on DPCH)."

Now we have 2 choices whether to include HS-SCCH PO in control plane or in user plane to meet the RAN1 requirement. I believe the question you have should have been discussed in RAN1 when they were drafting the LS.

Sharokh :

In general we should avoid adding radio related parameters to the user plane as much as possible unless there are considerable gains which this approach. I understand that RAN1 has already indicated that this parameter needs to be updated at any active set size change, but on other hand is it worth the effort considering the gain? As I understand the gain achieved is very limited. Anyhow this is something that we should ask RAN1 to consider. So I propose to send a LS to RAN1 if they see this important and worth to introduce a new control frame in user plane (and first to introduce for the HSDPA), considering that this an optional parameter for Node B.

Woonhee :

In general, it would be better to keep the radio related parameters in control plane but we have some already. We have PO in DSCH data frame even though we don't have separate control frame for it. And in the DCH FP, we already have Radio Interface Parameter Update control frame. I don't know how much gain is "considerable" but it will not be easy for everybody to agree on.

I copied a part of RAN1 LS here again but RAN1 gave 2 examples in which the HS-SCCH PO can be delivered again.

"It should be also possible to change the offset during a connection for example due to changes in the active set or due to the fact that Node B is not aware of the content of DPCH (and possible changes to the services on DPCH)."

This is not only related to the size of active set.

Saso :

when reading the RAN1 liaison on HS-SCCH PO (tdoc 1148), my understanding is that RAN1 asks for an adjustment at _every_ active set update. if this is correct, then i would prefer the U-plane approach because it is more light-weight and impacts only the link carrying the HS-DSCH.
of course, we might as well send a new liaison to RAN1 asking for clarification (although we might end up by irritating the RAN1 delegates, since this would be a third liaison on the HS-SCCH PO topic :)

Sharokh :

I hadn't paid any attention to the words "content of the DPCH", so the intention is when the service carried on the accompanying DCH channel is changed, then the HS-SCCH offset is also changed. But on the other hand, such a change in the service is done by the RL reconfiguration, so this doesn't justify user plane signalling, on contrary, it would require two signalling one on the user plane for the HS-SCCH PO specifically and the remaining reconfiguration parameters in the control plane, while with the control plane signalling it could have been done in one shot.

Woonhee :

Yes that's also true. Then now the number of active set is only the issue.

I'm still wondering if the optional usage in Node B can justify optional delivery of information from RNC.

If the number of active set should be considered, as Saso said, I also prefer the light solution,i.e. UP solution.

I can also agree to send an LS to RAN1. Since RAN1 has a meeting in the next week, if we manage to send an LS early next week, we can receive the reply in the same week. Because 2 sets of CRs(One for UP and the other for CP) are already ready, I hope we can finish this issue in next week.

If any of you have further comments on this issue, please send them today.

The comments are valid till today(Cental European Time) so that I can summarize the discussion in the report.

Sharokh : 

First of all, it is already clear from 25.214 that the HS-SCCH power control is left for implementation:

5.2.10 HS-SCCH

The HS-SCCH power control is under the control of the node B. It may e.g.

follow the power control commands sent by the UE to the node B or any other

power control procedure applied by the node B.

So, if the feature as such is optional, then we can not put requirement on RNC to deliver the parameter. This is a general rule that we have had in RAN3.

Regarding the gains of updating the HS-SCCH offset due to change of the active set size, my interpretation of the LG's contribution R1-02-0559 is that it is actually most important to know about the SHO status.  However, the additional gain from knowing the changes of active set (radio link number > 2) seems to be rather low even if e.g. CQI info from the UE is not evaluated in the Node B for power offset calculation. So my proposal is to ask RAN1: "whether the gains of updating the HS-SCCH power offset due to change of active set size (RL's > 2) justifies the introduction of a new message on user plane for HSDPA which would be the only parameter so far to signal via user plane."
3
Conclusion

3 companies were participating in the discussion. 

All agreed to send an LS to RAN1 to ask their intension and the gain in case of considering the active set size.

If RAN1 sticks to their eariler conclusion(i.e. HS-SCCH PO can be delivered when active set size is changed), at least 2 companies are supporting UP option.

4
Proposal

It is proposed to send an LS to RAN1 early the week and solve this issue during RAN3 #31.

