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This is the report from the email discussion that took place on week 45 on RAN WG3 reflector. The topic of the discussion was the transport of HS-DSCH data streams in Iub/Iur, identified by [HS-DSCH Mux].

The view of Ericsson was as follows: Ericsson agrees with R3-022256 that in case of bandwidth restrictions on Iub (i.e., overdimensioning is not an option) the HS-DSCH streams require special treatment in TNL. However, according to Ericsson, in the current Rel5 different options exist at the TNL that allow operators to configure and dimension their networks for efficient transport of HS-DSCH traffic. Among these options is the use of priority of WFQ based ATM layer scheduling. Nortel supported Ericsson view. The consern of Nokia was the openness of such a solution that is based on any advanced ATM scheduling as it has not been documented in any Technical Specification and as it sets requirements to ATM HW. According to Ericsson this should not be a problem with today’s ATM HW.

Regarding the opinion of Nortel on non-existing gains in case of IP transport, Nokia confirmed that the target of RNL multiplexing feature is connection-oriented transport. So it is not expected to provide any significant enhancements when IP transport is used.

In addition the following was stated by Ericsson on interoperability: “To allow for a mixed system with nodes supporting and not supporting RNL multiplexing, this results in the requirement for nodes supporting RNL mux to support two different frame formats. Not only to different nodes, both also to the same node to not have the multiplexing overhead to channels that are not multiplexed. This adds considerably to the implementation complexity.“ There was a reply from Nokia to this comment, making this concern obsolete.

NEC was of the opinion that the RNL multiplexing is an enhancement to HSDPA in UTRAN and that HSDPA works even without this enhancement. For this reason NEC proposed to assign a lower priority to this discussion in RAN3#33. The request was supported by Alcatel and it was considered reasonable by Nokia as well.

Additionally Alcatel expressed as their view that provided that there are no benefits in some optional feature then this feature is not needed. As a counter-argument it is emphasised that Rel5 has not yet been frozen and thus any optimisation that does bring benefits should be allowed.

IC4IC indicated that the new ITU-T Recommendation I.371aal2 (future I.378, not yet available) could provide the needed standards based support for HS-DSCH transport. However, so far this recommendation has not been included in 3GPP UTRAN specifications and thus its support cannot be expected there in Rel5. In addition, there is no Capability Set of Q.2630 available to support I.378 principles.

Considering the arguments introduced in R3-022256, used as the basis of the email discussion, they were covered only partially. For example the following important aspects were not discussed at all:

· Each individual AAL2 connection (per HS-DSCH stream) needs to be setup via ALCAP. What is the effect of ALCAP to the delay in making the HS-DSCH available for the user and to the overall signalling load in the UTRAN node?

· How to signal the AAL2 Link Characteristics (required to be used in UTRAN) in such a way that neither any unnecessary rejection of bearer establishment (by CAC) nor any overload is caused in any standards based AAL2 switching nodes between the RNC and the NodeB?

· What is the cost of the additional VCs needed for HSDPA in case of utilising the ATM layer TM capabilities?

As a conclusion there was no agreement yet on the significance of the benefits of this proposed optional RNL multiplexing feature. 

