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1 Introduction

This document contains the text proposal on the impact of supporting (or not) UMTS features in scalable UMTS
2 Text proposal
4.1
Description

In standalone scenario, scalable UMTS carrier can be supported as standalone utilization. 

The multi-carrier scenario refers to the mode of operation where the 5 MHz carrier acts as the primary carrier, and the scalable UMTS carrier is usable as the secondary HS-DSCH carrier in downlink.

4.2
Deployment scenarios

Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 below are listing the scenarios of scalable UMTS.

Table 4.2-1: The first deployment scenarios for Scalable UMTS

	Mode of Operation
	Bandwidth
	Comments
	Bands

	Standalone
	2.5 MHz (corresponds to N=2)
	Support for DCH shall be considered.
	Band VIII as the first band to consider

	Standalone
	1.25 MHz (corresponds to N=4)
	HSPA data only
	Band VIII as the first band to consider

	Multi-carrier
	5 MHz + 1.25 MHz (corresponds to N=4)
5 MHz+ 2.5 MHz (corresponds to N=2)
	6 MHz of contiguous band to consider first
	Band VIII as the first band to consider

	Standalone
	2.5 MHz (corresponds to N=2)
	To understand the impact of band
	Band I as the first band to consider


Table 4.2-2: Additional scenario may be considered for Scalable UMTS

	Mode of Operation
	Bandwidth
	Comments
	Bands

	Multi-carrier
	5 MHz + 2.5 MHz (corresponds to N=2)
	For example 3x5MHz + 1x2.5MHz in 15 MHz of band
	Band I as the first band to consider

	NOTE:
5 MHz + 2.5 MHz multicarrier is not applicable in 6 MHz scenario.




4.3
Feature support in UMTS and scalable UMTS

Potentially, the feature set supported by UMTS and scalable UMTS may differ. Some initial observations have been made, but the following aspects have not been considered in any detail by RAN1:
· The degree to which scalable UMTS and UMTS features should be tied
Future standardization of new features for UMTS may potentially become more complicated if scalable UMTS is introduced. For example, for each new UMTS feature, an evaluation of the benefit of including the feature into scalable UMTS would need to be evaluated. It should be clear from the initiation of a scalable UMTS RAT whether new features should be always applicable to both, and, for example low gains for scalable UMTS could be a reason for omitting a feature from UMTS.

An alternative would be to decouple scalable UMTS from UMTS and see it as a separate RAT with more limited capabilities and its own evolution roadmap. Specifying different capability levels for UMTS and scalable UMTS should be seen in the light of the overall evolution roadmap. 

· How capability signaling should be managed, considering signaling and test overhead
Another consideration should be whether UE capability for optional features should be tied between UMTS and scalable UMTS, or whether capability should be signaled separately. Introducing a new separate set of capabilities for the scalable UMTS carrier could lead to increased signaling, and an explosion of capability combinations that need to be tested, and will cause complications in the RNC’s radio resource management algorithms. On the other hand, tying capabilities would require consideration of the benefits of features for both scalable UMTS and UMTS.

· Impacts on the overall benefit of scalable UMTS and carrier management of not supporting all UMTS features
The performance of time dilated UMTS and scalable UMTS by filtering has been evaluated against UMTS considering a release 6 configuration (i.e. no MIMO, no advanced receivers, no multiflow etc.). The evolution of UMTS has aimed to provide increased performance. Thus, against a benchmark of release 12 UMTS, the performance of scalable UMTS will be further reduced. This highlights the questions further as to whether scalable UMTS should support release 12 features, what the relative benefits of the features look like, and whether if release 12 features are not supported the intention should be to evolve scalable UMTS or that it always remains a low capability feature.

· Specification complexity and management

Differing support between UMTS and scalable UMTS for different features would potentially impact the complexity and diversity of the specifications. If the reduced bandwidth UMTS would be specified within the existing specification series, then the modes of operation and applicability of different features would need to be differentiated, which would be likely to cause significant complexity in the specifications. An alternative would be specifying reduced bandwidth UMTS in separate specifications, however this would increase overhead for specification maintenance.
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