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1. Introduction

It was decided in the TSG RAN WG3 meeting #2 in Sweden, that procedures which support CTCH and DCHs across the Iur would be standardised, although it remained a point of disagreement and confusion as to whether these procedures would be implemented optionally or mandatory.  That there exists this continuing confusion and disagreement within TSG RAN WG3 on the status and usage of the Iur is a point of concern and some dismay to many Operators.  This contribution seeks to re-iterate the use of the Iur interface and in particular the support of CTCHs - from an Operator perspective. 

2. Discussion

2.1 General 

The Iur shall facilitate the following:

· Inter-connection of RNCs from different manufacturers – an open interface.
· Continue offered UTRAN services between RNSs via the Iur interface.

2.2 Standardisation of Procedures

The introduction of the Iur interface is a development from what existed previously from 2G systems, in that there was no direct equivalent interface.  This is a new interface which aims to achieve the points listed above, and will require time and effort to evaluate the various technical aspects.

However, to limit the usage of the Iur on the basis that it adds complexity to the ‘standardisation process, to the protocol implementation, to network dimensioning and to O&M’ hinders development on an ‘open’ interface that ultimately benefits the customer and the manufacturer in providing RNCs that are competitive and can easily be integrated within future networks.

2.3 Options

The implementation of procedures which support CTCH and DCHs across the Iur at present remains optional, although the procedures themselves are to be standardised.  What does this ‘optionality mean’? 

Is it:

1. Manufacturers will include these procedures within their equipment, and it remains the choice of the operator as to whether they are utilised.

OR,

2. Manufacturers do not include these procedures within their equipment.

Doesn’t point 2 above, in effect limit the ‘open-ness’ of the Iur interface, and contradict its aim of connecting RNCs of different manufacturers ? – assuming some Manufacturers include the CTCH module whilst others do not. 

How will an Operator (requiring CTCH across the Iur) be able to interconnect an RNC from one Manufacturer which permits CTCH across the Iur, to an RNC from another Manufacturer which doesn’t?

This will limit the available market to the Manufacturers.
2.4 Inter-RNC Handovers

The ‘ping pong’ effect of a UE moving from one RNC location to another and back again is something that can reasonably be expected to occur in urban areas. 

It is assumed that a sizeable proportion of handovers will be Inter-RNC. If CTCH is not supported across the Iur, overloading of the Core Network (or increased signalling) will result due to numerous SRNS relocations brought about by Inter RNC handovers. An entirely undesirable consequence. 

There is no doubt that should a UE travel deep into the coverage of another RNC, then a relocation will be necessary. However, if there is the possibility of prolonging an adequate connection to the SRNC in the event that the UE returns to its coverage, then this is aided by using CTCH across the Iur. It is this benefit i.e. a reduction of CN signalling that is important.

It is acknowledged that incorporating CTCH across the Iur will introduce added complexity and additional functionality.  However, it should be compared to the already complex SGSN relocation procedure that may result during an immediate SRNC relocation.  There could only be a degradation in performance of the CN, especially if it was not necessary.

2.5 Network Evolution Aspects

[3] claims that the evolution of UMTS coverage will be isolated in that there is a definable gap in coverage between RNC coverage areas, and, that this is a valid reason for limiting the use of the Iur.

However, from an operator perspective it seems unlikely that even during the early stages of UMTS rollout, the location of RNCs are such that there will be no overlapping RNC coverage areas.

In the longer term, the principle of planning RNC coverage areas whereby this overlap is situated where little user traffic is expected is in practice extremely unlikely to be achieved e.g. an urban area like London may require 6 RNCs.

3 Proposal

The support of DCHs and CTCHs over the Iur should not only be standardised in TSG RAN WG3 but that these procedures should be implemented as mandatory.
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