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1. References

[1] TR 25.933 V0.4.1, IP Transport in UTRAN Work Task Technical Report.

2. Transport Layer Compatibility

The introduction of IP transport will clearly allow operators and vendors to utilise and/or provide a multitude of options for L2/L1 in the transport network. This is a direct consequence of the flexibility of IP and the wide area adoption of IP transport.

It is clear that the UTRAN standards should not preclude the use of any suitable L2/L1 technology. The specific technology to be used for any particular deployment does not need to be standardised, especially if all UTRAN equipment is provided by a single vendor.

When UTRAN network equipment is provided by multiple vendors there is still an option to allow any L2/L1 technology to be used locally for any particular site, and this will not impose restrictions on equipment at other sites, provided there is some intervening transport network equipment.

However, when a network includes equipment from multiple vendors and these equipments are connected via a 'leased line' or even if they are co-located and 'directly' connected together then it would be advantageous to ensure that there is no requirement to install intervening transport network equipment. The need for intervening equipment would increase capital and operating costs for the UTRAN.

The Iur interface is likely to have an intervening transport network, but the Iub interface is highly likely to utilise leased lines or similar solutions.

In this case the L2/L1 technology must be compatible at both ends of the link. 

It is clear that operators and vendors are still free to select any transport option, but it is also clear that at least one standardised option would ensure that networks could be built without further integration testing etc. between vendor equipment purely to verify transport compatibility.

This does not violate the requirement that the RNL is independent of the TNL, nor that the transport solution is independent of L2/L1 solution. All solutions are still available and possible, it is only that one solution is documented. 

3. Proposal

The conclusion of the argument above is that the UTRAN specifications should specify at least one option for L2/L1 to provide an easy route to compatibility. The text changes below are proposed for 7.5 of reference 1.

7.5
Layer 1 and layer 2 independence
The UTRAN specifications should ensure that all appropriate solutions for L2/L1 are possible, and that the higher layers are not designed to accommodate specific L2/L1 solutions.  This does not prevent the higher layers imposing a number of requirements on L2/L1 ( e.g. in sequence delivery ) that may restrict some of the options, but which should still ensure that multiple options are available

At least one L2/L1 solution should be fully documented in the UTRAN specifications to ensure compatibility in multi-vendor scenarios.
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