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1
Introduction

At RAN#29, a CR to TS 25.331 version 6.6.0 introducing an indicator in the System Information IE to notify a UE of a given cell’s HSDPA capability was tabled (RP-050592; source: Vodafone, Siemens, Cingular). It was however not possible to reach consensus within RAN about this proposal, and the outcome of the RAN discussion was to ask SA and eventually SA1 for guidance since the dispute was not about the CR’s technical correctness which admittedly wasn’t questioned by anybody but whether such an indication is useful or not from an end user’s and operator’s point of view. The CR was then noted.

At SA#29, a companion CR to TS 22.101 version 6.10.0 was presented by Vodafone; this CR proposed an extension to the normative annex A Description of optional user equipment features by adding a section A.9a on HSDPA Service Indicator (HSI):

An indication is given to the user that there is adequate coverage to allow the UE to obtain access to an HSDPA bearer. The indicator is for user notification only and shall not be used for any other purpose.

Upon short discussion SA#29 concluded that this CR proposal should be taken to SA1 to get their opinion on the need for an HSDPA indication.

The present contribution tries to put together some aspects to be looked at when deciding about the evidence of an HSPDA indication. In addition, a conclusion is proposed.

2
Discussion

Actual information provided by an HSDPA indication

Both CRs under consideration restrict the additional system information to be broadcast to a cell’s HSDPA capability, not less, not more; thus, it refers to a static radio property and as such shows no link to services. 

It has been mentioned a number of times by its proponents that the HSDPA indicator would be similar to the so-called GPRS indicator (specified by TS 44.018) which is implemented on terminals in various forms, for instance as a text field or as an icon etc. Since the MMI is not specified by 3GPP some GPRS terminals eventually make use of additional information, e.g. successful PDP context establishment, to modify the “basic” GPRS indication. It is quite interesting to note that there are numerous discussion fora on mobile communications in the Internet dealing with GRPS indication related questions: what does it actually mean, why does one GPRS capable terminal show it but another one not, why is the GPRS indicator not shown but GPRS connectivity is given etc. The obvious conclusion is: most users do not take notice of that GPRS indication but the skilled ones among them tend to be confused.

Some terminals are showing an EDGE indicator which, however, doesn’t mean that a cell is EDGE capable. The sys info used by some terminal manufacturers to declare EDGE capability only informs about the access to be taken by a EGPRS capable terminal in case (which is just assumed and may be true or not) that EGRPS is supported by the network as well.

Indicating that a cell is equipped with HSDPA is no kind of guarantee that significantly higher DL data rates will be available to the end user. For example, even if an expected data rate would be available on the air interface

· subscriptions and QoS policies could significantly limit the bandwidth actually available for a specific end user,

· an end user’s current radio conditions could hinder the requested bandwidth,

· cell bandwidth shared by active HSDPA users limit the bandwidth available for a specific end user. 

Furthermore, there could be some temptation to expand the proposed HSDPA indicator from a user indication of questionable value to a trigger for service based cell reselection, thus creating a huge additional complexity in the RAN. This clearly would be the wrong way to go.

User interface

Traditionally, MMIs are not subject of 3GPP specification, and consequently both CRs do not talk about a UE’s behavior in case the HSDPA indication is received. As a result, there will be many different forms of how to convey an HSDPA indication to the end user (including no indication at all), as it was and is the case for the GPRS indicator. 

In case an agreement on the HSDPA indicator would be achieved it can be easily foreseen that more requests of that kind would rapidly follow, e.g. 

· an HSUPA indicator, 

· an MBMS indicator, 

· a GPRS CS3/CS4 indicator, 

· HSDPA 1.8 Mb/3.6 Mb/7.2 Mb indicators, 

· indicators for various speech/audio/video codecs 

and so forth, thus leading to more and more icons on the screen. 

All in all, this would lead to a confusing situation for the end users, and this would also conflict with the common place of not selling radio technologies but mobile services to the end users. 

By the way: are there any IPRs on MMI for the proposed HSDPA indicator?

Release assignment

Although both the 25.331 CR and the 22.101 CR have been issued as Release 6 CRs there was some discussion around introducing the HSDPA indicator also to Rel5 terminals and network equipment, via the Early Implementation mechanism. 

Although such proposal makes sense provided that the HSDPA indication within Release 6 is agreed in the first place there is a severe drawback: Many operators are about to roll out Rel5 based HSDPA in the next months, and the corresponding implementation packages for the network side and for terminals presumably are either already completed or will be completed in relatively short time. Therefore, late implementation efforts to supply the HSDPA indicator already in Release 5 could delay a timely HSDPA introduction. On the other hand, to start without the HSDPA indication and to deliver it with a later implementation package is not desirable since it could again confuse the market. For instance: is a terminal not showing this indication inferior to a terminal showing it? 

Roaming

For roaming the statements given above may become more critical. For example, the HSDPA indicator may not reflect the situation a roamer faces in a partner's network. A roamer would be confused if one network signals an indicator and another one does not while both are rolling out HSDPA. It may even happen that the visited network signalling the flag does not grant HSDPA access to the roamer whereas the other network does.

Temporary nature of the indicator

3G networks will upgrade rapidly to support HSDPA making the indicator itself needless.

3
Conclusion

It is proposed to discard the CRs introducing an HSDPA indication.
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