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1. Introduction

The reduction of UTRAN incurred delays is one of the recurrent subjects in RAN3 that has been considered during various discussions (e.g. IP UTRAN, Direct Transport Bearers, HSDPA multiplexing options…). In this contribution we would like to focus only on delays incurred by ALCAP signalling.

One of the main advantages of IP UTRAN is the suppression of the ALCAP transactions, which has the benefit of shortening the duration of all Iu, Iur and Iub procedures. Adopting a similar approach for an ATM-based UTRAN, it is proposed here to study the benefits gained by eliminating ALCAP transactions on the ATM-based Iub interface and the mechanisms for its introduction in backwards-compatible way.

2. Discussion

2.1 Elimination of ALCAP on the Iub

In the current ATM-based Iub interface every RNL transaction involving transport bearer setup or release is followed by a corresponding ALCAP transaction. The purpose of the ALCAP transaction is to create an AAL2 connection from CRNC to NodeB and to set up the appropriate QoS along the path.

In theory the Iub interface is considered as an AAL2 cloud with many AAL2 switches in it, which justifies the presence of the ALCAP signalling over Iub. In real networks this may not always be the case, some operators preferring to have direct physical links between the NodeBs and their CRNC. In such scenarios the ALCAP signalling over Iub becomes a cumbersome feature, because its only added value is to exchange the Path ID (i.e. VPI/VCI + CID). This situation should be compared to the IP-based Iub, in which the TNL address (UDP port + IP@) is exchanged in the RNL transaction, thus completely obviating the need for ALCAP signalling.

It would be interesting for an ATM-based Iub to adopt the same approach for TNL address exchange as in IP UTRAN i.e. by exchanging the TNL address identifiers directly in the RNL transaction. The cost for introducing this feature in the NBAP specification seems to be very small compared to the gains (reduced setup delays). The necessary additions should be done in backwards-compatible way.

Note that QoS over direct NodeB – CRNC links is not considered to be an issue here (otherwise there would be a problem with IP-based Iub, as well).

In this study area it is proposed to study the benefits and potential impacts of eliminating ALCAP signalling from ATM-based Iub. It is also proposed to study the mechanisms for the introduction of this feature in backwards-compatible way.

3. Conclusions and Proposal

It is proposed to include the subsection 2.1 of this contribution in chapter 6, Study Areas, of the RAN WG3 TR 25.897 “Evolution of UTRAN Architecture” (Rel6). 







