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Introduction
In the previous LTE meeting in Tokyo, it is agreed to establish a new reflector for LTE. Discussion for the requirements of LTE was aggressively discussed on this reflector so far. This document summarizes e-mail discussion for LTE requirements until 25 May. Open issues to be discussed in the LTE meeting in Quebec are clarified in the end of each section.

Summary of e-mail discussion
5. Objective
Editor : There is no text proposal for section 6.3 and this section was prepared to align with target on the SID of the LTE SI. One of the way forward is to delete section 6.3 at this moment and add number of targets on the SID including "Support of further enhanced IMS and core network"

The objective of Evolved UTRA and UTRAN is to develop a framework for the evolution of the 3GPP radio-access technology towards a high-data-rate, low-latency and packet-optimized radio-access technology. Thus the study should focus on supporting services provided from the PS-domain. In order to achieve this, studies should be carried out in at least the following areas:

· Related to the radio-interface physical layer (downlink and uplink):

· e.g. means to support flexible transmission bandwidth up to 20 MHz, introduction of new transmission schemes and advanced multi-antenna technologies

· Related to the radio interface layer 2 and 3:

· e.g. signalling optimization

· Related to the UTRAN architecture:

· identify the most optimum UTRAN network architecture and functional split between RAN network nodes, not precluding considerations on the functional split between UTRAN and CN 

· RF-related issues 


The targets for the evolution of the radio-interface and radio-access network architecture should be:
· Significantly increased peak data rate e.g. 100 Mbps (downlink) and 50 Mbps (uplink)

· Increase “cell edge bitrate” whilst maintaining same site locations as deployed today
· Significantly improved spectrum efficiency ( e.g. 2-4 x Rel6)
· Possibility for a Radio-access network latency (user-plane UE – RNC (or corresponding node above Node B) - UE) below 10 ms

· Significantly reduced C-plane latency (e.g. including the possibility to exchange user-plane data starting from camped-state with a transition time of less than 100 ms (excluding downlink paging delay))

· Scaleable bandwidth

· 5, 10, 20 and possibly 15 MHz

· [1.25,] 2.5 MHz: to allow flexibility in narrow spectral allocations where the system may be deployed

· Support for inter-working with existing 3G systems and non-3GPP specified systems
· Further enhanced MBMS

· Reduced CAPEX and OPEX including backhaul

· Cost effective migration from Rel-6 UTRA radio interface and architecture

· Reasonable system and terminal complexity, cost, and power consumption. 

· Support of further enhanced IMS and core network

· Backwards compatibility is highly desirable, but the trade off versus performance and/or capability enhancements should be carefully considered.

· Efficient support of the various types of services, especially from the PS domain (e.g. Voice over IP, Presence)

· System should be optimized for low mobile speed but also support high mobile speed

· Operation in paired and unpaired spectrum should not be precluded

· Possibility for simplified co-existence between operators in adjacent bands as well as cross-border co-existence
· Summary in this sub-section

It is needed to confirm an agreement for above text proposal and deletion of section 6.3.

6.
Capability-related requirements

6.1
 Peak Data rate [REQ2]
IPwireless commented: We believe that it should be clear that peak rates relate to application data rates. For stand alone operation in unpaired spectrum it is important to clarify that the peak rate achieved depends upon the portion of time assigned to uplink and downlink. They proposed the revised text

“EUTRA should support significantly increased peak data rates. The supported peak data rate should scale according to size of the spectrum allocation.

Note that the peak data rates may depend on the number of transmit and receive antennas at the UE. The targets for downlink (DL) and uplink (UL) peak data rates are specified in terms of a reference UE configuration comprising:

a) Downlink capability 2 receive antennas at UE
b) Uplink capability 1 transmit antenna at UE

For this baseline configuration, the system should support a peak application data rate of 5b/s/Hz on the downlink and 2.5b/s/Hz on the uplink. This translates into a peak data rate of 100Mb/s on the downlink within a 20MHz downlink spectrum allocation and 50Mb/s on the uplink within a 20MHz uplink spectrum allocation. For stand-alone operation in unpaired spectrum the same peak instantaneous data rates shall apply although the aggregate peak rate shall scale in proportion to the relative fraction of time assigned to uplink and downlink”
Ericsson commented to IPWireless: In general we would like to avoid to have different/special text for paired and unpaired spectrum for this type of requirements. We think that the requirement in 6.1 is good as it is: 5 b/s/hz in DL and 2.5 b/s/hz in UL. This is valid for both paired and unpaired spectrum allocations and for 20 Mhz it corresponds to 100 Mbps in DL and 50 Mbps in UL.
Nokia support Ericsson’s comment: we do not need in every place have specific clarifications for paired and unpaired bands
CATT tends to support Ericsson and Nokia’s comment. They propose 2 texts.
Part I: “For this baseline configuration, the system should support a peak data rate of 5b/s/Hz on the downlink and 2.5b/s/Hz on the uplink. This translates into a peak data rate of 100Mb/s on the downlink and 50Mb/s on the uplink within a 20MHz spectrum allocation.”
Part II: “For this baseline configuration, the system should support a peak application data rate of 5b/s/Hz on the downlink and 2.5b/s/Hz on the uplink. This translates into a peak data rate of 100Mb/s on the downlink within a 20MHz downlink spectrum allocation and 50Mb/s on the uplink within a 20MHz uplink spectrum allocation. For stand-alone operation in unpaired spectrum the same peak instantaneous data rates ( b/s/Hz ) shall be apply applied, although and the aggregate peak rate shall scale according to in the proportion to of the relative fraction of time assigned to uplink and downlink in the same spectrum.
IPWireless would support CATT's proposal Part II,
Ericsson commented: I would rather just state 100 Mbps and then, in the end, conclude　that when operating in unpaired spectrum, we may not be able to achieve this. But I do not see this as a problem. It is similar to the case when we cannot achieve 100 Mbps in a spectrum allocation of　size less than 20 MHz. Actually, why not simply say "Target peak-data rate for downlink: 100 MBps. This assumes paired spectrum with a 20 MHz downlink spectrum allocation" Everyone skilled in the art should understand that the rate then scales with the size of the spectrum allocation and the TDD "duty cycle". I do not think that needs to be explained. We should try to have as simple target descriptions as possible.
IPWireless commented: If the user simply cares how fast he gets his file, and this shouldn't

be coupled to a technology option, then why is 100Mbps currently coupled to a technology option, that option being 20MHz? Or are you saying that 100Mbps applies to a 1.25MHz allocation too? (which I think some people would find alarming!)
There is a key (yet unmentioned) distinction between peak "instantaneous" rate, and peak "sustainable" rate. My understanding (as explained in my previous mail) was that we were talking about an "instantaneous" rate in 6.1. 
- If we are talking about peak "instantaneous" rates, there is no explicit clarification needed for paired/unpaired - they are, as I said, the same, and they only scale with bandwidth.

- If we are talking about peak "sustainable" rates, there is a clear need for clarification, since we would not expect the 100Mbps to apply when the carrier is divided in time between link directions (in the same way that we do not expect it to apply for 1.25MHz bandwidth either).

· Summary in this sub-section

The additional text proposal from IPWireless is an open issue.
6.2
Latency
6.2.1. C-Plane latency [REQ6]
----- Discussion on “always on” -----
O2 proposed to add the text
"EUTRAN shall be more efficient in radio resources in providing a large number of always-on users" 

7 Operators(China Mobile, Cingular, NTT DoCoMo, Orange, TIM, T-Mobile and Vodafone) commented: I guess that your “always-on” is RAN level, not preservation in CN. If so, what is the definition of RAN level always-on? Anyway, RAN level always-on is one of the solution to shorten the C-plane latency and this is already captured in section 6.2.1.

O2 commented: Essentially we recognize that as we move into Release 6 we will have more and more demand for always-on. This will not slow down in the time of EUTRAN.  Therefore we seek to ensure efficient support in EUTRAN of always-on.
O2 commented: the number of users per system is not that useful a metric because you need also to say what the load is per user. Perhaps the expected load per user is something which could be discussed as a part of the requirements phase (ie. current phase)?
Siemens commented: Any kind of "always on" requirements
- is captured by the C-plane latencies already (sect 6.2.1)
- is already assuming a means to achieve low C-plane latency targets
and we are quite sure that any discussion on "always on" will prolong discussions on that requirement as this would require a clear definition of that term, which cannot be given before knowing a detailed solution - which is then already quite apart from what should be discussed on stage 1 level.
O2 commented: I think that we need low U-plane latency - this is what gives the user the "always on" feel. The C-plane latency is only a part of the picture and is outside of the user perception (except insofar as the C-plane latency adds to the U-plane latency).
Siemens responded to O2
The question is how you define U-plane / C-plane latency.

- C-plane latency is the time needed to convey (out of band) signalling traffic between UE and the network (in TSG RAN: network = (e)UTRAN)

- if you regard U-plane latency as a mechanism to convey any kind of PDU between UE and the network (even RAN specific signalling traffic), your argumentation might be right, but this is not the common understanding, I guess.

if we start to think about the users's perception of an "always on" feel I would assume that the most challenging situation would be to serve this perception after a long period of inactivity, where the RAN has most likely brought the UE to a state different than an "active" one.　I would assume - by stupidly extrapolating what is available today in RAN - that (mainly/only) C-plane activity is needed in an evolved UTRAN as well to bring a UE back to an "active" state, e.g. random access.
O2 commented: I think it is more complex than just the C plane.

Consider the following:

· UE has dropped to idle.
· Packet becomes available at UP on one side or other
· UE is paged or does random access
· UE is placed on control channel
· UE signals need for UP channel
· UE is placed on traffic channel
· UE transfers data
You might consider that the C plane latency ends during the paging/access part but the U plane latency does not end until the U plane data starts to transfer.
----- new text proposal -----
Fujitsu proposed the revised text

“These states shall support a large number of users while maintaining high spectral efficiency and minimizing the transition time between states experiencing low latency. The number of users supported in the system shall be assessed”
7 Operators propose to revise the final sentence to clarify more
"The above transition times shall be supported for at least 200 users in the active state as well as [200] users in the dormant state per carrier, for bandwidths of 5MHz or lower. For bandwidths of 10 MHz or higher, the relevant figure shall be 400 users in the active state and [400] users in the dormant state”
O2 commented: Could we have some information on where these numbers come from and what they apply to?  200 users per network per carrier seems a bit low...
7 Operators reply to O2: The numbers are based on some statistics from GSM per sector which suggest 2000 users. Assuming 10 % in active mode, 10% dormant and 80% in idle mode gives the numbers put forward for 5 MHz or less. Weｴve increased this for the higher bandwidths. Also based on looking at some other technologies these numbers seem ok.
· Summary in this sub-section

Open issues
· Text proposed by O2 on “always-on”
· The condition such as “supporting a larger number of users”
· Fujitsu’s text proposal, 7 Operators text
· O2 comments on “expected load”. (no text proposal so far)

6.2.2. U-Plane latency [REQ5]
Nokia proposed to revise the text
“The EUTRA latency requirement for the U-plane delay Specifications shall enable an EUTRA U-plane latency of less than 5 ms in unload condition (ie single user with single data stream) should be less than 5 ms for small IP packet, e.g. 0 byte payload + IP headers.
EUTRAN bandwidth mode may impact the experienced latency”
Siemens comments that he IP-layer is terminated in the "core network" and not in the RAN edge node. That means there should not be a packet at IP layer in the RAN edge node. 

Further, the RAN edge node is defined as The RAN edge node is the node providing the RAN interface towards the core network. The term "core network" may be also ambiguous in the context of E-UTRAN. 

7 operators agreed to Nokia’s text
NEC asked for the clarification: what is an "EUTRAN bandwidth mode"?
Nokia responded to NEC: EUTRAN can operate on different carrier bandwidths, starting from 1.25 MHz, going all the way to 20MHz. Depending on the "bandwidth mode" we may see some different performance, as there are seldomly any free lunches out there.
· Summary of this sub-section

Nokia’s text proposal seems to be agreed
The definition of IP-layer asked by Siemens is an open issue.
6.3
Support of further enhanced IMS and core network [REQ13]
Editor proposed to remove this section and move the contents to section 5
Siemens agreed to remove this section. They also propose to remove section 11.2

O2 commented: I think that this text is OK but somehow we need to make sure that it reconciles OK with the text in the main body. 
· Summary of this sub-section

Delete this section and move to this item to section 5.
7 System performance requirements

7.1 User Throughput [REQ3]
----- Discussion on figure of the target -----

IPWireless prefer a single figure to range
7 Operators prefer to keep the range.
Nokia agreed to keep the range but they proposed to change the figure “3times” to “2-3 times” 
Samsung proposed to change the figure “3times” to “2-4 times” (original one in Tokyo Meeting)
O2 commented: Does this text apply to a loaded network?
Samsung commented that targeting 3 times improvement in UL is tougher than targeting 3 to 4 times improvement in DL. 
Nokia commented: As in the text from Tokyo meeting we had for the uplink the range 2-4 and email discussion did not conclude in agreeing the changes and issue is further to be discussed in Quebec, then brackets are fine, but the old value (i.e. 2-4) should then remain inside the brackets instead of value 3 as that modification was not agreed.
Editor: It seems there is no agreement at this moment; therefore, I would like to propose to delete "3" from the TR, i.e. only "[ ]" will be remained in the TR.
------Discussion on User throughput scaling with spectrum bandwidth -------
7 Operators proposed the additional text to clarify the power limit case in Uplink
“Uplink 

Target for user throughput per MHz at the 5 % point of the C.D.F., 3 times Release 6 HSUPA deployed with 1 Tx antenna at the UE and Rx diversity at the Node B.

Target for averaged user throughput per MHz, 2 to 3 times Release 6 HSUPA deployed with 1 Tx antenna at the UE and 2 Rx antennas at the Node B.

Both should be achievable by the evolved UTRAN using a maximum of 1 Tx antenna at the UE and 2 Rx antennas at the Node B. Greater user throughput should be achievable using multiple Tx antennas at the UE. 

The supported user throughput should scale with the spectrum bandwidth. The targets were derived assuming the UE PA maximum output power would scale according to the channel bandwidth (same output power per channel bandwidth). Hence for some users the throughput might not scale according to the channel bandwidth due to the maximum output power limitation.”
O2 can agree to this but still would like inclusion of the round brackets for the text referring to HSDPA
Nokia agreed to this addition
Ericsson propose the revised text

“Downlink

Target for user throughput per MHz at the 5 % point of the C.D.F.: 3 to 4 times Release 6 HSDPA deployed with a single Tx antenna at the Node B, and a single Rx antenna at the UE according to improved receiver performance type 2.

Target for averaged user throughput per MHz: 3 times Release 6 HSDPA deployed with a single Tx antenna at the Node B and a single Rx antenna at the UE according to improved receiver performance type 2.

Both targets should be achieved achievable by the evolved UTRAN using a maximum of 2 Tx antennas at the Node B and 2 Rx antennas at the UE.
The supported user throughput should scale with the spectrum bandwidth.

Uplink

Target for user throughput per MHz at the 5 % point of the C.D.F.: 3 times Release 6 HSUPA EUL deployed with 1 Tx antenna at the UE and Rx diversity at the Node B.

Target for averaged user throughput per MHz: 2 to 3 times Release 6 HSUPA EUL deployed with 1 Tx antenna at the UE and 2 Rx antennas at the Node B.

Both targets should be achieved achievable by the evolved UTRAN using a maximum of 1 Tx antenna at the UE and 2 Rx antennas at the Node B. Greater user throughput should be achieved achievable when using multiple Tx antennas at the UE.
The supported user throughput should scale with the spectrum bandwidth. The targets were derived assuming the UE PA maximum output power would scale according to the channel bandwidth (same output power per channel bandwidth). Hence for some users the throughput might not scale according to the channel bandwidth due to the maximum output power limitation. The above throughput targets for downlink and uplink assume a 5 MHz spectrum allocation for evolved UTRAN, i.e. the same as for release 6 HSDPA and EUL. 
Note that user throughput may not necessarily scale with the size of the spectrum allocation, i.e. with the transmission bandwidth, as

· Wider transmission bandwidth may not lead to the corresponding increase in the user throughput as user throughput may be power limited rather than bandwidth limited and it can not necessarily be assumed that maximum output power scale with the transmission bandwidth
· The impact of diversity may be different for different transmission bandwidths”
Vodafone commented to Ericsson: We would like to clarify that we understand these user throughput targets as spectral efficiency targets from the user point of view (user throughput per MHz), hence we don t really see the need to have a reference to the 5MHz case. The improvement in terms of user throughput per MHz should in our view be met for the different channel bandwidths. The modification of the text we submitted was aiming at avoiding having any reference channel bandwidth being defined in the target. 
Ericsson commented to Vodafone: Due to several reasons, the relative user throughput (Mbps/MHz) may not be constant, regardless of the bandwidth,i.e. the absolute user throughput may not scale linearly with the bandwidth. So when making a relative comparison of the relative throughput between two technologies (in this case EUTRA and 

UTRA) one needs to specify the bandwidth assumed for the two technologies. One does not necessarily need to use the same bandwidth although that of course simplifies things. As UTRA is only specified for 5 MHz, we thought it made sense to assume 5 MHz also for EUTRA in this requirement. Of course, if someone so wants, one could rewrite the target to be for 10 MHz (or 1.25 MHz) instead of 5 MHz. This could make sense if we plan for evaluations to mainly be for these bandwidths.
----- Discussion on general text proposal for user throughput -----

7 operators proposed additional text between heading and "Downlink"
“All the targets below are important, however the cell edge targets are especially important in order to help deliver a more uniform user experience across the cell area."
Samsung asked to operators that this text proposal mean that if the cell edge target and another target, e.g., averaged user throughput are conflicting to each other, then the cell edge target has priority?
7 operators reply to Samsung the intention of the new text is not to indicate a priority between the targets, but as a clarification/explanation of the targets.

----- New text proposal -----

IPWireless propose the additional text to the last sentence in 7 operator’s proposal

“The supported user throughput should scale with the spectrum bandwidth and with the fraction of time assigned to uplink.”
Ericsson commented to IPWireless: The text about the scaling need more updates than proposed by Derek. Then we think that we should avoid to have special performance requirements for unpaired and paired spectrum allocations.
Nokia support Ericsson’s comment: we do not need in every place have specific clarifications for paired and unpaired bands
IPWireless commented: The issue is not really one of defining "special" performance requirements for paired/unpaired, but to properly consider both when setting them. If user throughput is to be based purely on a per-MHz measure, then strictly speaking this does not correctly account for any time-sharing of a given MHz "unit" between link directions.  I'd agree that for some this may be obvious, but of course this is no argument for not providing the clarification.
· Summary of the discussion

· Single value or range as the target?

It seems that most of companies can accept the range.

· Target figures

Current figures in TR25.913 v0.0.1:


DL: 3-4 for 5% point, 3 times for average


UL: 3 times for 5% point, 2-3 for average

There is no objection for the target value in downlink.

Target value for user throughput at 5% CDF in uplink is open. Square bracket is added in v0.0.2. 
  3 times: 7 Operators

  2 - 4 times: Nokia, Samsung, Ericsson
· Scaling user throughput with bandwidth

This is still open issue.

Operators: Not refer in 5MHz

Ericsson: Should indicate the channel bandwidth to refer the HSDPA or EUL.

Square bracket is added for relevant text including in v0.0.1.

· New text by 7 Operators

There is no strong objection at this moment. This text is included in v0.0.2.
· New text proposal from IPWireless is an open issue.

7.2
Spectrum Efficiency [REQ4]
IPWireless prefer a single figure to range
7 Operators prefer to keep the range.
O2 comment that what does "loaded" mean? Section 7.1 talks about 5% CDF but does 5% CDF also apply to section 7.2?
· Summary of the discussion
· Single value or range as the target?

It seems that most of companies can accept the range.

· Response to O2 question

7.3
Mobile Speed [REQ16]
Ericsson agreed on revised text. The reason why they put 500k/m is that this is the target in ITU-R.
O2 asked the meaning of sentence :where voice and other realtime services supported in the CS domain in R6 shall be supported in the PS domain with at least equal quality

(e.g. in terms of guaranteed bit rate) at the same speed.
O2 commented that they want the ability to support CS services (as CS services) using EUTRAN without degradation compared with CS services over UTRAN.
O2 commented that last sentence seems to be a service requirement so maybe it should be in section 12.3?
7 Operators proposed the revised text:

“Mobile Speed Mobility
The system The E-UTRAN shall support mobility across the cellular network should be optimized for low mobile speed from 0 to [15] km/h. Higher mobile speed between [15] and 120 km/h should be supported with high performance. Very high speeds Mobility across the cellular network shall be maintained at speeds from 120 km/h to 350 km/h should also be supported
 where Voice and other realtime services supported in the CS domain in R6 shall be supported in the PS domain with at least equal quality as UTRAN (e.g. in terms of guaranteed bit rate) at the same speed. over the whole of the speed range. The impact of handovers on quality (e.g. interruption time) shall be less than or equal to that provided by CS domain handovers in GERAN.
The E-UTRAN shall also support techniques and mechanisms to optimise delay and packet loss during intra system handover.”
· Summary of the discussion
Open issues

· Highest speed, 350 or 500km/h
· Upper bound for low speed, 10, 15 km/h or other
· New text proposal from 7 operators

There is no comment. It seems agreed?
7.4
Coverage [REQNEW]
----- Discussion for O2 text proposal on NW migration and carrier frequency -----

O2 proposed to reword the first paragraph to the following 

“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 assuming same carrier frequency by reuse of existing UTRAN sites when existing UTRA sites are migrated to EUTRA (assuming that the same carrier frequency is used). A reference scenario shall be defined that is representative of current UTRAN deployments. "

7 Operators commented to O2: Your proposed text, “when existing UTRA sites are migrated to EUTRA” is related to enhancement of legacy NW and we need to discuss in RAN3 and SA2 joint meeting before any decision to include text to the TR. And also, we tend to agree on Joerg’s comments on 12th May. Necessity of this text in the requirement TR is not so clear for us.
O2 commented: The main problem is in understanding of “reuse of existing sites” – what does that mean if not migration? How about:

“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 “
O2 commented: We need to finish this text in the LTE in Quebec City. There is no need to ask for RAN3/SA2 to work on requirements. We should set the requirements first and have the detailed groups work on the detail and not the requirements.
----- Comments on set of reference coverage from O2 -----
O2 commented that it would be good to ask the detailed study phase to identify a set of reference coverage scenarios such as indoors, outdoors, etc.  Maybe also it would be good to identify coverage capabilities vs frequency in use?
----- Discussion on extended cell range -----

7 operators proposed additional text to avoid any undesirable restriction in the system design on the achievable cell size to allow the use of E-UTRA in large cells
E-UTRA needs to provide the capability to handle cell range equivalent to extended range GSM (121 km).
Ericsson ask that this requirement somewhat similar to the 350 km/h requirement, i.e. EUTRA should support a cell range of 121 km but does not need to be optimized for this case. Is this a correct understanding? Then we support this requirement.
7 operators reply to Ericsson that that is the correct understanding
Philips agreed. They comment that would it be worthwhile defining a set of "minimum requirements"? 
O2 support the principle of extended cells but think that the wording could be improved. 
E-UTRA needs to provide the capability to handle optional extended cell range equivalent to extended range GSM (121 km). 
Ericsson reply to O2: The capabilities are, in essence, optional from an operator point-of-view. I think the word "optional" is not needed and could just confuse people. 
Siemens comment that it is sensible to set an upper boundary for the cell size, but I would prefer not to mandate the system to such large cells already now without knowing the impact or drawback. I would expect that a requirement for such a cell size increases the number of options in the system and leads to a complexity and possible performance impact. Therefore, I propose the following wording:

“E-UTRA needs to provide the capability to handle optional extended cell range equivalent to extended range GSM (121 km). support cell ranges up [30] km. The feasibility of the support of extended cell ranges in the order of 100 km and the possible performance impact should be investigated”.
7 operators reply to Siemens: The figure in the requirement is such that it allows the usage of high altitude platforms (with no optimisation for this case). Our understanding is that this should be clarified in the SI as to whether such a requirement can be met and to what cost. 
O2 commented: I wanted the text somehow to be clear that the operator selects this functionality on a cell-by-cell basis.  Without the word "optional" in there, it implies that the functionality is required to be enabled on every cell.
Simemes commented that I think it is important to clarify that a non-optimum performance is acceptable for the "extended cell ranges". They propose revised text

“The system should be optimized for cell ranges up to [30] km. Extended cell ranges up to 100 km should also be supported, but a performance degradation is acceptable.”
O2 commented: I think it would be good to indicate that we are talking about two modes of operation here, which can be selected on a cell by cell basis.
Siemens commented to O2: I guess the important point is that you only accept a performance degradation for the "extended cell range" cells and not for all cells in the system, if only one cell uses the "extended cell range" capability. They propose revised text
“The system should be optimized for cell ranges up to [30] km. Extended cell ranges up to 100 km should also be supported, but a performance degradation is acceptable for these cells.”
O2 proposed to revise the Siemens text 

“The system should be optimized for cell ranges up to [30] km. It should be possible to provide extended cell ranges up to 100 km should also be supported on a cell by cell basis, but for these cells a performance degradation is acceptable for these cells.”
Siemens agreed to O2 text. They propose to remove square bracket if there are no objections or other proposals. 

Ericsson commented: Removing brackets seems reasonable. But should we not replace 100 km with 120 km.
CATT tends to support the siemens text. But if system is optimized for cell range up to 30km, transmission power of Node B may be quite large, imposing strict requirements for PAs. Inter-cell interference would also increase because of this. From the reasons mentioned above, I propose to use a smaller number, e.g. 10KM for cell range optimization, and this could be more appropriate.

O2 commented: The number 121 comes from the timing advance capability of GSM being 35km with the guard time allocated in a normal timeslot plus another 86km from only allocating every other timeslot.
· Summary of the discussion

Open issues

· O2 text proposal on NW migration and carrier frequency
· Comments on set of reference coverage from O2
No response and no text proposal so far.

· Extended cell range

Text proposal by 7 Operators tends to be agreed. Need more discussion for figure
7.5 Further Enhanced MBMS [REQ9]
Operators proposed to delete the figures. There is no strong objection to delete the figure at this moment
· Summary of the discussion

There is no comment on the current text in the TR v0.0.1
It seems current text is agreed.
8
Deployment-related requirements

8.1
Spectrum Flexibility [REQ7][REQ17]
----- Discussion on the 7 operators’ text proposal -----

7 Operator proposed the revised text.
“(a) Support For Spectrum Allocations Of Different Size 

It should be possible to operate Evolved UTRA in spectrum allocations of different size, including 1.25 MHz, 2.5 MHz, 5 MHz, 10 MHz, 15 MHz and 20 MHz. Operation in paired and unpaired spectrum should be supported.
In order to support new or flexible spectrum pairings, variable duplex spacing and different channel bandwidths in UL & DL shall be supported.

Unnecessary fragmentation of technologies for paired and unpaired band operation should be avoided. This should be achieved with minimal additional complexity.

(b) Support for Diverse Spectrum Arrangements
Evolved UTRA should support additional and diverse spectrum arrangements providing flexible frequency band usage, enabling the co-existence of traditional and diverse band parings and also contiguous or split frequencies within a particular up or downlink band.  Examples of different bands are the IMT-2000 core and expansion bands, the cellular and PCS bands, and various other bands that have been allocated (or are under consideration) by certain administrations throughout the world for mobile services.  

In all scenarios there is a need to support being able to operate on multiple band pairing options of the UL and DL bands if so equipped in the UE. The UL and DL resources should be considered as a radio band resource and thus the network and/or the UE has the possibility to select appropriate band combinations.

Their There is a further need to support being able to operate on either adjacent or non-contiguous channels simultaneously in either the DL and UL in a given frequency band.

The ability to support simultaneous multiple channel use in either the DL and UL or both could allow for significant performance improvement. For example, simultaneous operation with two receive channels in DL and one transmit channel in UL.
Furthermore, operation in paired and unpaired spectrum should not be precluded.  The possible operation of downlink only carrier frequencies (e.g., for MBMS service) within a paired frequency band case should also be considered.
Different spectrum regulation policies shall be considered and the flexibility to adapt to each scenario shall be taken into account.”
Nokia commented 
1. Could someone clarify what is the background for multiple band pairing combinations? Is this coming from some regulation requirements or what?  
2. I guess the intention here is to set this requirement for the system, so from NW point of view this should be possible anytime, one just puts sufficient amount transmitters and receivers into the BS. For the UE, what is the motivation of simultaneous reception in this case?

3. Now combining the requirement of non-contiguous operation and bearing in mind that we did made an assumption on having 2 receivers in the UE, does this then imply that the actual number of the receivers in the UE is: 2 x #number of bands supported x #number of non-contiguous channels to receive?
4. We did have some discussion on this earlier, but I'm still wondering why do we have a limitation of having DL only carrier on paired frequency band case only, should it be equally well possible for unpaired bands?
Cingular replied to the Nokia’s comments:

· Answer to Nokia Q1
TR 25.889 supports adding in the DL an additional DL band for a given paired band set.   We propose that LTE should also support this for the UL building upon UMTS capabilities.

· Answer to Nokia Q2 

In the USA, public auction of bands in the 1700 & 2100 MHz range are upcoming, where the bands could be insufficient or interference-prone (due to other services sharing the band spacing) when taken singly to provide the needed channel BW. Hence, there is a need for multiple band pairings with simultaneous reception.
· Answer to Nokia Q3

Agree they are not additive. From a Cingular perspective we do not consider this as an additive requirement for the TR. It is an implementation issue when the "additive" aspects are considered; however it would seem that an implementation that has two bands with 2 rx and 2 tx for each band would also be able to take advantage of using the multiple bands and/or channels. 
· Answer to Nokia Q4
Yes, it should. TR 25.889 does not preclude this as we understand it.
----- Discussion on IPwireless text proposal -----

IPwireless commented the text of 8.1 b) should be the same as 8.1 a) as far as operation in unpaired spectrum is concerned. They proposed revised text in last sentence
Furthermore, operation in paired and unpaired spectrum should be supported not be preclude.  The possible operation of downlink only carrier frequencies (e.g., for MBMS service) within a paired frequency band case should also be considered.

Sharp commented to IPwirless:
The change IPWireless suggested, while it is good for unpaired spectrum use, could be misinterpreted as requiring ALL UE's to support BOTH paired AND unpaired spectrum, and I don't believe that was your intent. Should we perhaps exclude this inadvertent requirement explicitly (e.g by adding - "however it shall not be mandatory for all UE's to support both paired and unpaired spectrum"), or should the word "supported" itself be tinkered with, e.g be replaced by "permitted" ?
IPwireless commented: It was not my intention to place any requirements on UEs. My understanding of Section 8.1 is that it is stating requirements that the air interface should meet
----- Discussion on further IPwireless text proposal -----

IPWireless propose additional text to the first sentence in 7 operators text.

“It should be possible to operate Evolved UTRA in spectrum allocations of different size, including 1.25 MHz, 2.5 MHz, 5 MHz, 10 MHz, 15 MHz and 20 MHz. Operation (including standalone operation) in paired and unpaired spectrum should be supported.”
Siemens commented to IPWireless: it is already clarified in section 8.2 e) that the evolved UTRAN should be be possible to operate standalone. In this bullet, the term "standalone operation" is also clarified. I consider your proposal as a duplication of the requirement.
IP Wireless reply to Siemens: I think that we almost agree. We could agree to improve the text of Section 8.2 d (not 8.2e as mentioned in your email) rather than alter Section 8.1. 
· Summary of the discussion

Open issues
· 7 operators’ text proposal
· IPwireless text proposal to add “be supported”
· IPwireless text proposal to add “(including standalone operation)”
8.2
Spectrum Deployment [REQ18]
· Summary of the discussion

No discussion

8.3
Co-existence and Inter-working with 3GPP RAT [REQ8]
Nokia propose to add new text
The following requirements are applicable to inter-working between EUTRA and other 3GPP systems:

a) Terminals supporting EUTRA  EUTRA Terminals supporting also UTRA and/or GSM/GPRS/EDGE operation are required to support measurement of, and handover from and to, both 3GPP UTRA and 3GPP GSM/GPRS/EDGE systems  correspondingly..

b) EUTRA is required to efficiently support inter-RAT measurements with acceptable impact on terminal complexity and network performance, by e.g. providing UE's with measurement opportunities through downlink and uplink scheduling.

c) The interruption time during a handover of real-time services between EUTRA and UTRA is less than [50] msec

d) The interruption time during a handover of real-time services between EUTRA and GSM is less than [150] msec
e) Non-active terminals (i.e. such as one being in Release 6 idle mode or cell_PCH) which support in addition to EUTRAN also UTRA and/or GSM/GPRS/EDGE, shall need to monitor paging messages from a single RAT only. 
O2 agreed in principle, but suggest revising the text

e) Non-active terminals (i.e. such as one being in Release 6 idle mode or cell_PCH) which support UTRAN and/or GERAN in addition to EUTRAN .also UTRA and/or GSM/GPRS/EDGE, shall need to monitor paging messages from a single RAT only. shall not need to monitor paging messages from more than one of the 3 Radio Access Technologies (i.e. only one of GERAN, UTRAN or EUTRAN) 
Nokia agreed the O2 modification.
eAccess commented: I know EUTRA/EUTRAN fully focus on PS domain. d) is talking a handover with GSM but as far as I know GSM does not have PS domain. So this interruption time during handover of real-time services already takes into account PS/CS domain switching delay or PS/CS domain assumption is necessary in this case?
O2 commented: My recommendation was to replace GSM with GERAN to avoid this confusion over whether "GSM" includes "GPRS" (in my mind it does).
· Summary of the discussion

There is no strong objection to Nokia’s proposal (revised by O2). This text proposal is captured in the TR v0.0.2.
Figures for interruption time are open.
9 Migration-related Requirements [REQ11]
----- Discussion on text proposals from O2 -----

O2 proposed the new text 

"The development of the Evolved UTRAN architecture shall take into consideration that operators will deploy, at least in initial phases, a combination of UTRA and EUTRA equipment in a single network. EUTRANshall therefore work with existing UTRA equipment in the field."

7 operators commented: We had a long discussion on this issue in the RAN2,3 and SA2 joint meeting and we are discussing on the LTE reflector, also. Your proposed text is a very detailed requirement and difficult to agree at this stage.
O2 commented: I don’t see that this is detailed. Please explain – are you all expecting to throw away your UTRA equipment and replace it with EUTRA in one big bang? Something needs to be written about migration and the Requirements document cannot be complete without some text in here.
O2 proposed to add the text 

"It shall be possible to deploy EUTRA/EUTRAN in a modular way - for example by adding EUTRA cells to an existing UTRAN, or by reparenting existing UTRA cells on an EUTRAN.”
7 Operators commented: This requirement is related to enhancement of legacy NW and we need to discuss in RAN3 and SA2 joint meeting before any decision to include text to the TR.

O2 commented: I completely disagree with this. The Requirements document is setting the scene for the work over the next year and we need something in about modularity, to avoid that deployment of EUTRAN means a complete changeout like PDC->UTRAN.

----- Discussion on requirements for EUTRAN -----
7 Operators propose new text. They also propose to change the section title.
“Migration-related Requirements Requirements for Evolved UTRAN

- A single evolved UTRAN architecture should be agreed.

- The EUTRAN architecture shall be packet based, although provision should be made to support systems supporting realtime and conversational class traffic.

- EUTRAN architecture shall minimise the presence of "Single point of failures" where possible without additional cost for backhaul.

- EUTRAN architecture shall simplify and minimise the introduced number of interfaces where possible

- Radio Network Layer (RNL) and Transport Network Layer (TNL) interaction should not be precluded if in the interest of improved system performance

- EUTRAN architecture shall support an end-to-end QoS. The TNL shall provide the appropriate QoS requested by the RNL.

- QoS mechanism(s) shall take into account the various types of traffic that exists to provide efficient bandwidth utilization: "Control Plane"

traffic, "User Plane" traffic, O&M traffic etc.

- The E-UTRAN shall be designed in such a way to minimize the delay variation (jitter) for TCP/IP.”
O2 agreed.
Siemens asked to operators:
1. Text: A single evolved UTRAN architecture should be agreed 
Q1:Our understanding is that we should have as less options as possible. Is this meant by "single"? 

Q2: Shall this "single evolved UTRAN architecture" also support legacy UTRAN? 

Q3: Does this mean that the EUTRAN can only be connected to the "new CN", if we decide for a new RAN/CN function split? 
2. Text: The EUTRAN architecture shall be packet based, although provision should be made to support systems supporting realtime and conversational class traffic.
Q1:We found the 2nd part of the requirement ("although provision should be made to support systems supporting realtime and conversational class traffic") misplaced. Shouldn’t be this put under 12.3 service-related requirements?

Q2:Should we replace the "should" by a "shall" (this applies also to the current text in 12.3)?
· Summary of the discussion

Text proposal from O2 is an open issue.

The text proposal by 7 Operators is open issue.
10
Radio Resource Management requirements
7 operators propose new text. They also propose to change the section title

“Radio Resource Management requirements RAN Resource Optimisation
This section does not pre-suppose any particular architecture. 

10.1 Enhanced support for end to end QoS 

The E-UTRAN shall be enhanced to support improved QoS control, enabling a more optimal matching of service, application and protocol requirements (including higher layer signalling) to RAN resources and radio characteristics.  

10.2 Efficient support for transmission of higher layers

The E-UTRAN shall provide mechanisms to support the efficient transmission and operation of higher layer protocols over the radio interface, such as IP header compression. 

10.3 Support of load sharing and policy management across different Radio Access Technologies

The E-UTRAN shall provide mechanisms to support load sharing and policy management between E-UTRA and other RATs  (GERAN, UTRA). To minimise latency when data needs to be transferred, reselection mechanisms to direct UEs towards appropriate RATs when the UEs are in a dormant state, as well as the active state, should be considered.”
O2 commented for section 10.3 that this covers more than EUTRAN and maybe should be considered as a part of the core network evolution rather than the UTRAN evolution?  Redirection of users to other RATs is a significant system issue affecting the user (SA1) and the overall architecture (SA2) as well as signalling (CT1) and not just RAN groups.
7 Operators commented that this requirement is merely specifying support for the requested functionality inside E-UTRAN some of which is already supported by UTRAN & GERAN and we believe they are needed in an Evolved UTRAN. If we can achieve a consensus on this within the RAN requirements TR then they will also need to be captured by requirements elsewhere.
O2 reply to 7 Operators: In that case, could we add a note to that effect alongside this requirement?
ZTE proposed additional section and text:
10.3 Enhanced support for inter/intra-RAT radio resource management (RRM)

The E-UTRAN shall provide a flexible and or smart mechanism for the RRM within the same RAT system and across various RAT systems, depending on the capability of UEs and RAN edge nodes.

The RRM flexibility should be considered for, but not limited to, the following aspects:
    a) Distributed or Shared RRM for inter-/intra-RAT
        -  Resource pool of power, frequency, time and antenna
        -  Dynamic resource share between U-plane and C-plane
    b) Flexible Admission Control involving RAT selection
        - Terminal-based selection
        - Network-based selection
        - User intervention
    c) Efficient Inter-RAT handover for load balance and or end-to-end QoS requirement
    d) Common RRM for single- and multi-mode UEs
    e) Scalable RRM for enhanced MBMS and other advanced services
        - such as real-time video and push-to-talk/ write/ download
· Summary of the discussion

Section 10.1 and 10.2 proposed by 7 Operators seems agreed. These are included in the TR v0.0.2.
Section 10.3 proposed by 7 Operators is an open issue.

Section 10.3 proposed by ZTE is an open issue.

11
Complexity requirements [REQ12]
11.1 Complexity requirements for overall system
7 Operators propose additional text.
Asynchronous operation is desirable. The potential net benefits of synchronous operation would need to be clearly demonstrated before considering it as the default operation of E-UTRA.
Ericsson comments we share a similar view on this. But, they assume what you have in mind is the question if (tight) inter-site synchronization should be required (as is the case for cdma2000) or not (WCDMA). You just talk about "synchronous operation".

- The word "desirable" is somewhat soft.

- How should one interpret the expression "default operation". 
Then they propose revised text:

"It shall be possible to deploy Evolved UTRA without inter-cell synchronization. However, the possibility for tight inter-cell synchronization should be taken into account in the development of E-UTRA. Thus, non-critical, but performance-enhancing or cost/ complexity-reducing techniques that relies on inter-cell synchronization, could be considered in the development of E-UTRA."
Motorola agreed to Ericsson text with following modification
"It shall be possible to deploy Evolved E-UTRA without inter-cell synchronization. However, the possibility for tight inter-cell synchronization should be taken into account in the development of E-UTRA. Thus, non-critical, but performance-enhancing or cost/complexity-reducing techniques that relies rely on inter-cell synchronization and enable critical services (e.g. Broadcast services) could be considered in the development of E-UTRA."
Qualcomm comment that after the first joint WG meeting on LTE was that it would acceptable if a design would assume tight inter cell synchronization as the typical scenario. Then, they propose a new text proposal.
E-UTRA shall support operation without inter-site time synchronization. E-UTRA operation with tighter inter site time synchronization may be considered as the default mode of operation provided it provides a significant benefit relative to the operation without or with a looser inter site time synchronization.
Ericsson comment that my meaning with "non-critical" was to emphasize that functions required for EUTRA operation, e.g. cell search, must not rely on inter-cell synchronization. Amitava uses the word "critical" in a somewhat different context. One could argue if Broadcast services are "critical" or just "really nice to have" and also if lack of inter-cell synchronization would really disable broadcast services or just imply (substantially?) worse performance? They also comment to Qualcomm: as this still includes the "default" wording, the meaning of which is not fully clear at least to me.
Philips suggests revising the text based on Qualcomm text.

E-UTRA shall support operation without inter-site time synchronization. E-UTRA operation with tighter inter site time synchronization may be considered as the default mode of operation shall also be supported if it provides a significant benefit relative to operation without or with a looser inter-site time synchronization
Ericsson comments the key thing is that we should be able to consider technical proposals that rely on synchronous operation, as long as these technical proposals are not related to critical EUTRA function, i.e.function without which, EUTRA will not work. Therefore I would still prefer ours or the Motorola proposal.
IPWireless supported the Ericsson comments. They comments that support enabling (but not mandating) inter-cell synchronisation is incorporated as a requirement. They propose the revised text based on the Ericsson text

"It shall be possible to deploy Evolved UTRA without inter-cell synchronization. However, the possibility for mechanisms that enable tight inter-cell synchronization should be taken into account in the development of shall be provided by E-UTRA if one or more associated performance improvements are identified.  Thus, any non-critical, but performance-enhancing or cost/complexity-reducing techniques that relies rely on inter-cell synchronization could be considered in the development of E-UTRAare enabled."
O2 commented that I think it needs to be clarified what this requirement actually means. Does it mean synchronising the timing at the node Bs for EUTRAN?  Or something else?  As it is, it is too ambiguous to be included in the TR.
Ericsson replied O2 comment that I assume synchronous operation means that there is a need for a common accurate (micro-seconds level) timing reference present at all cell sites. So the requirement could be written something like "It should be possible to deploy operate Evolved UTRAN without inter-cell synchronization the presence of a common accurate timing reference available at all cell sites (asynchronous operation). However...." 
O2 supported Ericsson’s comments
Siemens asked 7 Operators to clarify. Would it be acceptable for you to have only a synchronous mode of operation (assuming there are "good" reasons for it)? Or is the support of an asynchronous mode of operation mandatory for you?

Vodafone replied to Siemens: 
We have a preference for running the network asynchronously naturally, only if there would be major performance benefits (for unicast) would we consider having the radio interface design optimised for a synchronous operation (with graceful degradation of performance when running in asynchronous mode as pointed by Serge).

On the wording this is right that what we mean by synchronisation is inter-site synchronisation. Our understanding is that if one operator wants to run its network in a synchronous manner it can do so (e.g. one can run UTRA synchronously if he wants to), there is in general no limitation preventing this.
Motorola asked to Vodafone: Can you kindly clarify why there will be performance degradation for unicast services when the cells are synchronised?　Then they proposed the revised text based on Ericsson’s and Motorola’s text
"It should shall be possible to operate deploy Evolved UTRAN E-UTRA without the presence of a common accurate timing reference available at all cell sites (asynchronous operation). However, the possibility for tight inter-cell synchronization (where common accurate timing reference is available at a majority of cell sites with the rest achieving synchronization via the terrestrial network) should be taken into account in the development of E-UTRA.  Thus, performance-enhancing or cost/complexity-reducing techniques that rely on inter-cell synchronization and enable services (e.g. Broadcast services) like Broadcast/Multicast could be considered in the development of E-UTRA."
Ericsson suggested to skip the "and enable services like Broadcast/Multicast" in the last sentence. And, while anyway modifying the last sentence, why not replace "could" with "should", leading to The revised text is follows
"It shall be possible to deploy E-UTRA without the presence of a common accurate timing reference available at all cell sites (asynchronous operation). However, the possibility for tight inter-cell synchronization (where common accurate timing reference is available at a majority of cell sites with the rest achieving synchronization via the terrestrial network) should be taken into account in the development of E-UTRA.  Thus, performance-enhancing or cost/complexity-reducing techniques that rely on inter-cell synchronization and enable services like Broadcast/Multicast could should be considered in the development in the development of E-UTRA."
· Summary of the discussion

There are several text proposals for inter-cell synchronization: Ericsson, Motorola, Qualcomm, Phillips or IP wireless. This is an open issue.
11.2
Complexity requirements for UE

O2 proposed to add the text
"Consideration shall be given to size constraints at low frequencies when using multiple antennas, and battery performance at all frequencies." 

7 Operators commented: UE size related requirements seems implementation matter and not so suitable for this requirement TR. Baseline of the number of antennas for EUTRA UE is already captured in section 7.1 and 7.2.

O2 commented: You didn’t mention the battery performance. This is only asking for consideration, and we are worried about the impact, e.g. at 400 MHz, of requiring too many antennas. 
Siemens commented: I think the proposed text by O2 is not a requirement.

I think we do have several requirements related to UE complexity, but these are captured already in other sections. I think we should also remove this section, if there are no specific text proposals at the upcoming Quebec meeting.
Sharp proposed a new text:
The characteristics of the UE give the User the main sense and feel of the Evolved UTRA and UTRAN. It is important that the Evolved UTRA and UTRAN UEs and UE Classes remain responsive to the Market needs and competitive pressures.

The Evolved UTRA and UTRAN Requirements shall be set in a manner that results in the reference Evolved UTRA and UTRAN UEs and UE Classes having the smallest achievable size, lowest achievable weight and longest achievable battery life (standby and active) (in sum, the lowest reasonable complexity) consistent with the provision of the advanced services of the E-UTRA/UTRAN. For these requirements, the following shall be taken into account, in addition to section 11.1:

1. The number of mandatory features shall be kept to the minimum, as low as possible, consistent with the above objectives and E-UTRA/UTRAN service objectives. 

2. The mandatory features shall be specified by keeping the requirements in Section 11 at a high priority.

3. The mandatory features shall be clearly and unambiguously specified. 

4. There shall be no redundant or duplicate mandatory features, or redundant or duplicate specifications for accomplishing the same task.

5. The number of options shall be minimized, and when specified, shall be realizable in terms of separate distinct UE Classes

6. The number of necessary test cases shall be reduced, , e.g. Reduce the number of states of protocols, minimize the number of procedures, appropriate parameter range and granularity –

- such that it shall be feasible to complete the development of the test cases within 1 year after the Core Specifications are completed

- such that the Evolved UTRA and UTRAN UE compliance testing effort shall be reasonable, e.g 1 or 2 weeks.

Mitsubishi commented
1. Parameters such as the size, weight and battery life are all implementation dependent, and would vary considerably between different UE manufacturers. Perhaps it would be best to avoid stating this and just say 'consider ways to reduce the UE complexity'.

2. The TP also raises the issue of priority. Is this a right place to do it?
3. Isn't it self-evident that duplication needs to be avoided and that the specification should be clear and unambiguous?
· Summary of the discussion

O2 text proposal is an open issue.

Sharp text proposal is an open issue.
12 General requirements

12.1 Cost-related requirements [REQ10]
Ericsson proposed the revise the text to make into more requirement that information of why there is such requirements
“(1) The expense of backhaul transmission is one of the high cost items that need to be further studied and optimized. Existing backhaul communication protocols should be optimized. Further study on new backhaul transport technology is expected to significantly improve the link efficiency and reduce the cost in the future.
(2) The EUTRAN architecture should reduce and balance the cost of future network deployment by maximizing the usage of existing site locations, interfaces, and protocols.

(3) Open UTRAN interfaces are essential for multi-vendor equipment interoperability and are another method to reduce CAPEX and OPEX for network operators.

(4) Complexity is another factor that increases overall CAPEX and OPEX. UE complexity and power consumption shall be minimized/optimized. Complicated UTRAN architecture and unnecessary interfaces should be avoided. need to be avoided to reduce product cost and the test, verification, and OAM cost.

(5) EUTRA should allow for more efficient and easy to use OAM&P. More efficient and easy to use OAM&P.”
O2 commented for the sentence "Further study on new backhaul transport technologies..."

This text seems strange in the context of our study item. We should either state that the study phase of this item needs to look into new backhaul transport technologies, or clarify with other words where and when this study will take place and how it relates to the LTE work.
· Summary of the discussion

There is no comment on Ericsson’s revised text proposal. Is this agreed or open?
12.2 Backward compatibility [REQ14]
Qualcomm proposed additional text. Some companies objected.
Ericsson agreed not to add any text.

Nokia proposed additional text
“EUTRAN radio interface protocols shall enable fulfilling the performance targets with low complexity solutions”
O2 revised proposal:

“Backwards compatibility is highly desirable, however it needs to be carefully considered in the light of the potential for performance and/or capability enhancements.”
7 operators agreed on O2 revised text proposal.

Siemens: Backward compatibility in a strict sense means that a R99 WCDMA terminal with its R99 protocols would also work in an E-UTRAN (like we have backward compatibility between R99 UEs and Rel-5 HSDPA networks). But I guess this is not really the intention here. Do we really need the requirement on backward compatibility?
· Summary of the discussion

O2 revised proposal seems agreed. This is captured in the TR v0.0.2.
It is better to confirm where we are. 

12.3
Service-related requirements　[REQ1]

O2 proposed to add the text

"Support for CS services shall continue when UTRAN is migrated to EUTRAN. The efficiency of CS services over EUTRA/EUTRAN shall be at least as good as that over UTRA/UTRAN."
7 Operators comment: What do you mean by “CS services”? Does it mean “services come from CS domain of legacy CN” or “services currently supported by CS domain”? If former is your intention, it is related to overall architecture and is not so suitable for the requirement TR of EUTRA and EUTRAN but SA2 TR/TS or feasibility study TR of EUTRA and EUTRAN. If latter is your intention, text currently included in 12.3 of the draft TR, “The EUTRA should efficiently support various types of service. These must include currently available services like…” seems enough.
O2 comment: I think this is another fundamental question for EUTRAN. O2 cannot see CS services disappearing overnight. This means that the existing core network infrastructure with MSCs needs to be connectable to existing UEs via the new EUTRAN equipment.  How these CS services are transported within the EUTRAN can be studied in the EUTRAN study, however we didn’t want to have to change out millions of mobiles and our core network infrastructure, at the same time as changing out all our radio network to EUTRAN.  So we need something more than just CS-like services.  We actually need to support the CS services over EUTRAN and we don’t want any degradation – otherwise the business case for EUTRAN deployment becomes weaker.

· Summary of the discussion

Text proposal from O2 is a open issue.
