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This LS is in reply to the LS on this subject received from the IMTC 3G-324M Activity Group  (attached).

Q.1,3/16 thanks you for your LS on this subject.  We have examined this issue, and are informing you of our discussions so far, and request your further input on the best resolution of this issue.

Our belief is that the ambiguity in C.8.1.2.2/H.324 regarding the maximum size between CCSRL-SDUs and CCSRL-PDUs is likely an editorial error in the preparation of Annex C/H.324.  As evidence for this view, we note that:

1. The maximum size of the CCSRL-PDU is not specified, yet it should have been limited in order to limit the buffer size required in receivers, as implied by C.8.1.6/H.324.

2. There was no intent in Annex C/H.324 to reduce the maximum size of a H.245 MultimediaSystemControlPDU message compared to the size permitted for GSTN implementations (2048 bytes).

We think the intent was that the CCSRL-SDU should have been limited to 2048 bytes in size, and the CCSRL-PDU should have been limited to 256 bytes in size.

However, we are concerned about the possible effect on existing deployed H.324/M systems if we were to make this correction, and seek your input.  If an H.324/M implementation had a buffer for received CCSRL-SDUs of only 256 bytes, receipt of a larger SDU could cause either buffer overflow or truncation of the received data, and therefore break interoperability.

We seek your advice on the best way to proceed – if no existing implementations have such limitations, we will likely make this correction.
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