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1 Introduction

The discussion on the email reflector has been very useful and Nakamura-san has performed an excellent job of summarising the issues in the Summary document.  There are a few issues which O2 has identified on the email reflector which are not fully captured in the Requirements summary and these are elaborated below.
The major issue which we think needs to be discussed face to face is the general expectation for the LTE activity.  O2 has a strong desire to understand the migration scenarios which people have in mind for this.  Many of the responses on the reflector suggest that it is expected to remove all existing equipment including UEs and replace them overnight.   In O2 we believe that we need a sensible migration strategy which includes both UTRAN and EUTRAN equipment in a single network.
See the diagram below for further thoughts on what should or should not be possible.  Specifically, the ??A (can an EUTRAN be connected in to an existing RNC?) and ??B (can an R6 UE connect via EUTRAN?)  Also are we expecting EUTRAN to be connectable to the existing Iu interface to the core network (??C).
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Then the second issue which we have been discussing is that of support of CS services.  How is it envisaged that CS services are supported in the EUTRAN era?  Can an EUTRAN UE connect using CS services?  Via UTRAN and/or via EUTRAN?  Can EUTRAN connect CS services through to the core network at all?  These issues are shown in the following diagram:
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O2 believes that it would be beneficial to discuss our expectations in these areas.
2 Latency
The discussion about always-on was tending towards discussion on C-plane latency.  From the user perspective what counts is the U-plane latency not the C-plane latency.  Do we need a U-plane latency requirement?

3 6.1 vs 7.1

Sections 6.1 and 7.1 both talk about data speed expectations but in slightly different ways.  Does it make sense to have both of these sections making different statements about the same thing?
4 7.4
Our proposal is as follows and not as shown in the summary document:

“EUTRA should be sufficiently flexible to support a variety of coverage scenarios but shall, as a minimum, meet the performance requirements of section X.X. Note that it is assumed when comparing UTRAN with EUTRAN that the same carrier frequency is in use. A reference scenario shall be defined that is representative of current UTRAN deployments.”
-- END OF INPUT DOCUMENT --
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