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1 Introduction
In [1] three UL MUX-ing solutions are presented based on variations of the multiplexing technique of 29.414. All three solutions achieve the goal of four UL voice streams in 200 kbps. Like in [2], these solutions propose use of a MUX header before the RTP header that contains the Iu UP PDU for each UE.

The MUX header content largely duplicates what could be included as RTP header content itself:

	MUX header
	RTP header

	Source id (15 bits)

Mux id (15 bits)
Length Indicator (8 bits)
	CSRC (32 bits)

Support-mode Iu UP PDU length is indicated by RFCI


The PDUs from  N  UEs can be concatenated in an RTP packet:
	RTP Header
	RTP Payload

	SSRC, CC=N,etc.
	CSRC1
	CSRC2
	…
	CSRCN
	PDU1
	PDU2
	…
	PDUN


In recogition of the three solutions in contribution [1], we call this “Solution 4.” Note that it was considered already in [2] and incorrectly thought to impose an extra HNBAP signalling burden. One can see from above that this is not the case.
2 Discussion
The bandwidth savings of solution 4 are smilar to those of solution 1 [1], whence the following table is modified:
Solution) 4 (RTP payload MUX-ing):
	Protocol
	1 call
	2 call 
	3 call
	4 call

	AMR 12.2 kbps
	31
	62
	93
	124

	IuUP
	4
	8
	12
	16

	RTP header
	16
	20
	24
	28

	UDP
	8
	8
	8
	8

	IP
	20
	20
	20
	20

	IPSEC ESP
	32
	32
	32
	32

	UDP
	8
	8
	8
	8

	IP
	20
	20
	20
	20

	PPP + PPP on Ethernet
	8
	8
	8
	8

	Ethernet
	18
	18
	18
	18

	AAL#5
	8
	8
	8
	8

	ATM
	39
	53
	67
	81
(46-octet padding)

	Total
	212
	265
	318
	371

	Peak Rate
	84.8kbps
	106kpbs
	127.2kbps
	148.4kbps

	Peak Rate without enhancement
	84.8kbps
	148.4kbps
	212kbps
	275.6kbps

	Gain(%)
	0
	28.6%
	40%
	46.2%


One requirement for this solution is the ability of the HNB-GW to know the length of Iu-UP packets from RFCI. To avoid additional signalling, static RFCI <-> subflow combination mapping could be used [3].
Conclusion 
With the exception of the 4-users case in solution 2[1], solution 4 is at least as efficient as any of the other solutions, even without considering any header compression. It also avoids the unnecessary MUX header. 
It should be noted that with different IPSEC profiles and/or broadband router configurations, solution 4 is very likely to show significant efficiency gain over the equivalent non-RoHC solution 3This inherently comes from the fact that the UDP payload with solution 4 would turn out to be smaller [for example 40 bytes/octets saved over solution 3 with 4 users] in comparison to solutions 1 and 3.
For comparison with solution 2, a compressed RTP header solution can be considered, with the the SSRC omitted. This would make solution 4 more efficient than any of the solutions based on MUX-header.
3 Proposal
Proposal 1: RAN3 is asked to study solution 4 among the the list of considerable solutions, in view of its simplicity and efficiency.
Proposal 2: RAN3 is asked to consider the possibility of static RFCI<->subflow mapping in the HNB/HNB_GW to simplify solution.
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