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1. Introduction

In this meeting, R3-131664 gives analysis on Option1’s impact to RLC layer and MAC-ehs and also gives proposal to solve RLC retransmission issue discussion in RAN3. However we have different understanding on technical analysis. This paper is a response to R3-131664 to show what our understanding is. Finally we propose option1 should be adopted in RAN3.

2. Discussion
In R3-131664, it indicates Option1 impacts RLC layer because “Based on Option 1, the MUX needs to buffer the newly generated AMD PDUs, which means the function will be impacted.”

MUX function discussed here is one RLC entity function that locates in RNC. RLC entity produces RLC PDUs for different logical channels to MAC-d/c entities in RNC. If MAC-ehs is configured by upper layer, MAC-d/c PDU is RLC PDU without related MAC-d/c header. MAC-ehs locates in NodeB.
MUX function must multiplex the AMD PDUs from the Retransmission buffer that need to be retransmitted and the newly generated AMD PDUs delivered from the Segmentation/Concatenation function. So in MAC layer, one received RLC PDU which includes two kinds of AMD PDUs mixed or only retransmitted AMD PDUs should be treated as one “retransmitted RLC PDU”. There is no function in MAC-d/c entities that can recover one “retransmitted RLC PDU” back to retransmitted AMD PDUs and new generated AMD PDUs. So in Iub FP, to set priority indication to TYPE2, whatever option1 or option2, it should be set based on received “retransmitted RLC PDU”, not RLC AMD PDUs. Therefore: 
· if option1 impacts MUX function in RLC entity as claimed in R3-131664, then option2 impacts as well; and

· option2 cannot set priority indication to retransmitted AMD PDUs in one HS-DSCH DATA FRAME TYPE2 frame as claimed in R3-131664.

In R3-131664, it indicates Option1 impacts inter-entity function because “In addition, the MAC-d flow cannot determine the re-transmission PDU, RLC entity needs to set the priority indicator of the AMD PDUs to the MAC-d flow function, thus it impacts the inter-entity function.” 

As indicated in above, one “retransmitted RLC PDU” in MAC layer should include two kinds of AMD PDUs mixed or only retransmitted AMD PDUs. So both option1 and option2 need information from RLC layer to produce TYPE2 frame. Transferring information from RLC layer to MAC layer that one RLC PDU is “retransmitted RLC PDU” is easy to be implemented in RNC.     
In R3-131664, it indicates Option1 impacts MAC-ehs on “HS-DSCH data frame impact and Transmission efficiency impact.”
For HS-DSCH data frame impact, R3-131664 doesn’t say what the drawback has in option1 compared with option2. Both option1 and option2 will impact HS-DSCH DATA FRAME TYPE2, because new indication should be introduced in TYPE2 frame. Please note that option1 just needs one bit but option2 needs many bits. Option1 has minimized specification impact because of bit saving in TYPE2 frame. Furthermore, currently designed HS-DSCH DATA FRAME TYPE2 is fully mapping to MAC-ehs PDU defined in 25.321, option1 is easy to make RNC Iub UP to produce TYPE2 frame and to make NodeB produce MAC-ehs PDU easily, which can schedule to UE in priority than others. On the contrary, to produce new MAC-d/c PDUs NodeB using option2 needs disassemble received DATA FRAME TYPE2 frame first to get per MAC-d/c PDU with high priority indication. In this sense, option2 is more complicated than option1.
For Transmission efficiency impact, if only compare FP frame number to carry new data and retransmitted data between two options, it is true that option1 will have low efficiency than option2 as additional header is needed. But it only occurs in case of lots of small RLC re-transmission data exist in RNC. However lots of RLC retransmission data existing means current radio condition is so bad. The bad radio condition will lead to lots of HARQ retransmission in MAC-ehs in NodeB first. Associated NodeB DL data buffer increasing, NodeB will indicate RNC to reduce DL data sending over Iub and then reduce DL scheduling to this UE. So the example raised in R3-131664 is not valid use case in reality, so-called Iub transmission efficiency decreases caused by option1 (Small RLC re-transmission data with additional header) can be neglected in real network.
In R3-131664, it said “Since the HS-DSCH in CELL_FACH feature has been introduced from Rel-7, and considering the issue has been discussed for quite some time without conclusion, we are thinking there is no urgency to adopt standardization solution for this enhancement compared with the complexity of the network implementation.”

All companies who participated into discussion agreed to solve this issue by standardization way before one year, we already had consensus on it. Even this issue existed in Rel-7 in long time and proposed solution would do additional enhancement to CELL_FACH state in late release, it doesn’t mean that any enhancement to later release is not important and then conclude this issue is non critical. Otherwise we should stop all enhancements in later release even though the enhancement is proved that can optimize system and promote efficiency. 

In logic, proposed option is optional for each vendor. If some companies think option1 may complicate their network implementation, they can ignore it in their product implementation. For Iur case, it can benefit interworking between two vendors who implement it. 
So we have proposal in below.

Proposal: Option1 should be adopted in RAN3.    

3. Conclusions

Proposal: Option1 should be adopted in RAN3.
