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1. Overall Description:

TSG RAN WG3 would like to inform TSG RANWG1 that during discussions on signalling for E-DCH, the following issue has been detected:

1. It was understood by RAN3 that there are 2 combining capabilities (i.e. 2 types of combining) for E-DCH in the NodeBs: IR-combining and Chase-Combining

2. It was not clear to RAN3, whether NodeBs would:

a. Support either Chase-Combining or Both Types (i.e. Chase-Combining and IR-Combining)

b. Support either Chase-Combining or IR Combining or Both Types

This leads to the following consequences:

Consequence1)

In both variants (2a and 2b), if a UE is in an area where NodeBs have different capabilities, the UE may need to be reconfigured before a RL can be added to another NodeB. This will lead to increased signalling (RRC and Network, as UE and existing RLs need to be adapted) and may delay the addition of Radio Links. However, this is not seen as a problem.
Consequence 2)

In variant 2b), it may happen that a UE is in a situation, where it is not possible to establish E-DCH to a neighbouring NodeB, as this NodeB may only support “the other type of combing”, than what is currently configured in the UE. It was mentioned in RAN3, that then the UE may induce UL interference to that NodeB, whilst the NodeB is not in the position (due to non existing Radio Link) to send “Relative Grants Down”.

RAN3 would ask RAN1 to assist in clarifying the impact of the consequences described above. During discussions in RAN3, some possible solutions had been mentioned:

Approach 1) “Using signalling as described in 2a”

If a NodeB supporting IR-combining would always support Chase-combining, too, then at least a situation as described in Consequence 2 would not appear.

Approach 2) “Making Both Combining Types Mandatory in Node B”

If NodeBs would always support both types of combining, then Consequence 1 and Consequence 2 can be avoided in the field. (Note: Such approach would, as a side effect, remove the requirement to signal NodeB combining-capabilities to the RNC)
Approach 3) “Abandoning one Type of Combining”

If it would be agreeable to abandon one type of combining (e.g. removing Chase Combining from specifications) then also neither Consequence 1 nor 2 might appear. (Note: Such approach would, as a side effect, remove the requirement to signal NodeB combining-capabilities to the RNC)
2. Actions:

To TSG RAN1:

ACTION: 

TSG RAN3 kindly ask TSG RAN1 to provide guidance on:

1) Whether an approach was chosen, which can avoid some of the consequences from above

2) Which kind of signalling of NodeB capabilities (2a or 2b) should be chosen, given there is still an optional support by NodeBs
3. Date of Next TSG-RAN3 Meetings:




RAN3 #50
10th – 12th January 2005 Sophia Antipolis, France
RAN3 #51
13st February – 17th February 2005
Denver, USA
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