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1. Introduction

The IE “Minimum allowed Transport format combination index” is used to determine transport format combination subset, by putting restriction on transport format combination. However the current specification doesn’t specify how TFCs are restricted by this “Minimum allowed TFC index”. This discussion paper tries to highlight a problem which occurs due to the ambiguity in the specification.
2. Discussion
In section 8.6.5.3 of 25.331 there is no statement on how UE restricts the usage of each TFCs with indicated IE “Minimum allowed Transport format combination index”. The name of the IE can be seen as if it indicates the lowest TFCI which UE can use (-Interpretation A). This means that in most cases an empty TFC is restricted with the typical RAB combination in which TFCI is equal to 0 for an empty TFC.
In section 8.6.5.2 it is stated that UTRAN should ensure an empty TFC is always included in the TFC subset. UE behaviour is not specified in the specification for the case this guideline is not respected by UTRAN.
The real intention of the specification seems to restrict the TFCs which correspond to higher data rate or require more transmission power than allowed maximum power. Therefore the other interpretation would be that the “Minimum allowed TFC index” indicates the highest TFCI which UE can use (-Interpretation B).
From above it is shown that UE could end up in “UE behaviour is unspecified” situation if there is an inconsistency between UE implementation and UTRAN implementation.
[NOTE]
There is a similar phrase “Minimum allowed SF” in semantics description of section 10.3.6.52 and 10.3.6.88. Here it is clear the “Minimum allowed SF” means the lowest SF (highest rate) which can be used in uplink. The interpretation A is in line with this understanding of the phrase “Minimum allowed-”.
3. Proposed solutions
Since there are other means to restrict TFCs (e.g. using the IE "Allowed transport format combination list"), the motivation to clarify R99 and Rel-4 UE behaviour is not justified. We propose to clarify it from Rel-5 onwards according to the interpretation B above.
For R99 and Rel-4 we propose to add note saying that two UE implementations are possible in these version of the specification and UTRAN therefore should desist from utilizing the “Minimum allowed TFC index”.
4. Conclusion

We suggest that RAN2 discuss this issue, in particular about whether or not the proposed solution is acceptable. Panasonic is happy to provide CR(s) based on a RAN2 decision.
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