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1
Introduction

At the last RAN Plenary meeting document [1] was agreed, which proposed the following:
Way forward on HSPA Architecture Evolution:

· Keep the existing study item open

· Focus the work there only on the Architecture Alternative 2

· See at next RAN plenary whether we can manage with TEI7 or TEI8 only or whether a WI is needed or whether there are changes needed in the specs.

At the last meeting in St Louis, only limited time was allocated to the discussion of various aspects of the support of a PS-only implementation and the handling of services that are best served by the “legacy RNC”. 
Backwards compatibility to ensure support of such services should be ensured for whatever functionality is provided in this choice of architecture.  

Where carrier sharing for both flat and orthodox architectures take place, inter-connectivity to the “legacy-RNC” should take place whilst ensuring no degradation in service. 
This issue has been discussed in [2] and [3], and this paper here attempts to collect all the pro’s and con’s of the two “interconnection” interfaces – Iub and Iur  - to the “legacy RNC”. 
2  Discussion 

2.1 Iur & Iub Interconnecting Options 

The figures below present the carrier sharing options bearing in mind the Iub and Iur options under consideration. 
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Figure 1.  Carrier sharing with Iub
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Figure 2.  Carrier sharing with Iur
2.2 Evaluation Table 

The following table attempts to capture the Pros and Cons of the utilisation of the Iub and Iur interfaces in the shared carrier scenario when implementing a flat architecture that does not permit the support of all services:
	Functionality
	Iur
	Iub

	“Openness”
	A proven open interface.
	Not a universally proven open interface….

	Connectivity
	Sheer numbers of potential Iur interfaces to be managed for the numerous eHSPA NodeBs could be problematic  
	Not foreseen to be an issue.

	Transmission
	Cell Resources is a CRNC responsibility BUT SRNC (legacy RNC) requires knowledge about cell info – this will be carried via backhaul. 
	No more issues than today foreseen.

	Common Channel Management
	Termination of PCH, FACH, RACH already defined as terminating in CRNC. 
Interconnecting in a shared carrier implementation the eHSPA NodeB is always the CRNC and so no additional management is required here.
	Termination of PCH, FACH, RACH at CRNC means common channels for some UEs terminates at the legacy RNC, others at the eHSPA NodeB.

These would have to be multiplexed somehow for subsequent handling over the air. 

	Synchronisation (with respect to CCH Management/Multiplexing)
	Not applicable
	Management/Multiplexing of Common Channels requires synchronised handling. 

	RRM
	SRNC ( DRNC relationship already standardised.
RRM load signalling has been available since R4. 
	It is not clear at all how RRM operates in this scenario – static allocation of resources? How does “CRNC” know what resources are already in use by eHSPA NodeB?

	Cell Management
	CRNC is the “master” of cell management. 

This remains unchanged if eHSPA NodeB becomes DRNC.
	Cell Management: is the same information managed in two places i.e. both the eHSPA NodeB AND legacy RNC?



	Power Control
	Mechanisms specified in RNSAP
	Not expected to bring about additional issues.

	RRC Message Handling
	No change.
	RRC Messages MAY be required to be encapsulated within NBAP messages and sent to SRNC (for CS services).

	Paging Co-Ordination
	Not foreseen to be a problem. 
	Where a UE controlled by the legacy RNC and in CELL_PCH or URA_PCH state, the problems of handling common channels at the eHSPA NodeB occurs. 
One solution is the non-usage of Cell_PCH or URA_PCH for all UEs under that legacy RNC i.e. those beyond the eHSPA NodeB]


3
Conclusion

It is proposed that for interconnectivity to legacy RNCs in the shared carrier scenario where the flat architecture implementation is unable to provide Iu CS that the Iur be the “interworking” interface.  
It is proposed that the contents of section 2 above be captured in the eHSPA TR.
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