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Introduction

  Section 6.3.4, in TR 25.897 version 021, “Proposed common basis for the categorization and evaluation of UTRAN Architecture Evolution solutions” was introduced during RAN3#36 to discuss evaluation criteria for evolved UTRAN architecture proposals.  In subsection 6.3.4.4, a list of Open Issues was also given for additional considerations that need to be used when evaluating new architecture proposals.  
6.3.4.4
Open issues

1. The potential performance issues (referred to in the text) w.r.t. to the split of U- and C-plane processing, e.g., the increase in RRC signalling delay and the issues related to the co-ordination of the physically separate functional entities

2. The number of new network elements in the final architecture

3. The effect of the increased number of NEs to the operation and management of the network and to the cost of operations

4. The number of new interfaces needed in the final proposal 

5. The potential issues with new interfaces to be standardised, w.r.t. to procedure delays, amount of signalling traffic, etc.

6. The standardisation effort of the proposed new multivendor interfaces

This discussion paper now tries to further elaborate on more considerations that were initially not discussed (or maybe just not captured in the TR) that would be beneficial to be included in each new UTRAN architecture proposal.
Discussion

With respect to Open Issues 4 and 5:
1) Not only new interfaces should be analyzed but also the change to existing interfaces should be analyzed.  

2) The following evaluation criteria would also be beneficial to be made available with each proposal:

a) Specify the change in traffic volume in Mbps and Kmps (messages/sec; in the signaling cases of RRC, NBAP, RANAP, RNSAP).  This will most likely be specified for a representative traffic model based on per-subscriber behavior, or in the case of something such as measurement reporting, be specified per an assumed periodicity to the reporting.  

b) For signaling messages, changes to message size would be beneficial to be specified.  Specifically, added and deleted parameters for each message should be specified as well as each parameter’s type.
With respect to Open Issue 2:
1) Not only new network elements should be analyzed but also the change to existing network elements should be analyzed

2) The following evaluation criteria would be beneficial to be made available with each proposal 
· Give a characterization of new algorithms in each new or modified network element.  This may be in the form of required MIPS or by reference to an algorithm of comparable complexity.

· Give a characterization of new logical functions for each network element.

Conclusion:

  RAN3 should decide on which type of evaluation criteria should be provided with each UTRAN architecture proposal and then require it to be provided during the evaluation phase of the Technical Report.













































































































































