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1.
Introduction
At RAN WG2#28, a discussion document ([1]) was presented in order to reach an agreement on HSDPA L2 buffer sizes with reasonable assumptions.

During the document discussion some high level assumptions were debated in order to produce a common agreement on  HSDPA UE capability.  One assumption, was that the HSDPA L2 buffer sizes specification should be coherent to the previously release UE capabilities.

Section 2 summarises the  proponent’s view about  the HSDPA L2 buffer sizes.

2.
Summary of current status and proposals

The main concept in [1] was to add some categories to handle the different options for buffer sizes, e.g. two categories may have the same L1 parameters (codes, inter-TTI interval, etc) but different MINIMUM buffer size for MAC-hs and RLC. From this proposal 20 different terminal categories would result.  Moreover another paper [2] triggers the further clarification that the UE signals to the network the total (real) buffer size, while the minimum value is tied to the terminal category. 

Beside categories, table 5.2.2.2 in TS 25.306 contains the reference combination for the four specified HSDPA classes, namely 1.2, 3.6, 7 and 10 Mbps. Originally it also contained the "Total RLC AM and MAC-hs buffer size (kbytes)" parameter, even if the values were still in brackets for further discussions. In document [1] this parameter was removed, since the minimum value will be implicitly included in the different categories, and the real one is signaled by the UE to the network.   

These classes were created for reference purpose and are foreseen to become like  "marketing classes" to distinguish, from a customer perspective, different terminal capabilities.  Our concerns can be mainly summarized as follows:


1.
Unclear meaning of class capability.


2.
Relaxing of memory capability might produce side effects.


3.
Too many categories.

1.
Unclear meaning of class capability.   

From the document [1]: "It was admitted that these values [previous “Total RLC AM and MAC-hs buffer size”  parameter] do not refer to fully continuous data rate at the max. reference combination physical layer data rate from RLC point of view. For this reason, the values currently seen in square brackets were proposed by some other proponents, to support fully continuous max data rate also from RLC point of view".   And from the report minutes: "It was explained that for buffer sizes, the average case was the basis, not the worst case".

This may mean that reference class bit rate refers not to a continuous transmission (at L2 level), but, potentially, only to a peak bit rate.  This interpretation should not be preferable, since a class should represent the maximum capability from a service perspective (e.g. at RB/RAB level) as specified for Release ’99 classes, i.e. continuous bit rate or the ‘best’ case continuous throughput.

2.
Relaxing of memory capability might produce side effects.

Probably the main reason for introducing new (sub-)categories is to have lower memory requirement at UE side. This could be good in order to have low cost terminals, but we can not support it if it could produce appreciable side effects on UTRAN performance or unclear terminal capabilities. 

3.
Too many categories.

If proposal in [1] were accepted, 20 different categories would result. This may produce an increasing in the required test effort. The meeting minute reports: "It was better to keep the number of categories as eleven (corresponding to the physical categories) and have different sub-entries for different buffer sizes".  For testing purpose we think this proposal is identical to have 20 different categories. Moreover, from the operator point of view, subscribers will not really care too much about the buffer sizes anyway, they will focus much more on the packaging stating 1.2, 3.6, 7, and 10Mbps for the peak rates.


Finally it might be quite complex to establish performance requirements to the different categories.

3.
Proposal

Having in mind what stated before, a possible proposal could be:

· To clarify that a mobile of a certain class shall be able to continuously transmit at relative bit rate ('best' case continuous throughput). Moreover continuity at layer 2 shall be guaranteed and tested.
· Minimum buffer size could be associated to each category, as already proposed . However the value should be derived from simulation results.

· To maintain the 11 categories without any sub-category and keep the 4 reference classes (1.2, 3.6, 7, and 10 Mbps) in 25.306.
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