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1 Introduction

Since last RAN plenary meeting the TR on technical requirements has progressed a lot in UTRAN LTE reflector. In this contribution we discuss further the section setting requirements on cross border co-ordination, and on the same time trying to add more clarity on how the requirement should be interpreted.  

2 Discussion

Since SI introduction on UTRAN LTE the requirement of border co-ordination has been included as a scope of the work. The need for this requirement is well understood based on problems on in current 3G-system co-ordination in the border areas especially in Europe. Hence the requirement itself is valid, however we would like to further clarify the how this requirement would be taken into account during the course of the work. 

Current form of the requirement in section 8.2 on spectrum deployments states as follows: 

“Evolved UTRA is required to cope with following scenarios:

a) Co-existence in the same geographical area and co-location with GERAN/3G on adjacent channels.

b) Co-existence in the same geographical area and co-location between operators on adjacent channels.

c) Co-existence on overlapping and/or adjacent spectrum at country borders.

d) The evolved UTRA shall be possible to operate standalone, i.e. there is no need for an existing UTRA based carrier to be available in the same frequency band or in the same geographical area.

e) All frequency bands should be allowed following release independent frequency band principles”

In point c), where the border issue is addressed, issues of co-channel and adjacent channel interference are addressed. 

· Regarding adjacent channel interference, it is also addressed in point b) between 2 operators on neighbouring frequencies, and as such duplication of the requirement. 

· Co-existence on overlapping frequencies means a co-channel rejection capability of radio access itself, and it is not possible to improve with additional filtering in UE or BS. Hence we would like to clarify that the intention of this requirement is to design a physical layer capabilities, which would be needed to fulfil other inter cell interference related aspects as for “normal” deployment scenario in order to meet spectrum efficiency targets. 

· Hence the requirement regarding border co-ordination would not then require e.g. full interference compliance on physical layer under heavy near- far scenario without involvement on schedulers, etc. functionalities controlled by higher layers. 

· Furthermore, it should not be precluded that if there is a possibility for operator cross border co-ordination with reasonable conditions, it would be taken into account in these consideration as well to minimize the overall complexity. 

As the work is progressing in UTRAN LTE, the discussion on this area will get more mature, further system solution proposals can be assessed. Hence we believe that it would be beneficial that we do not load only physical layer design with this type of requirement, since it could result an optimisation point, where other requirements may not be met or complexity is not as desired. 

Furthermore in this issue also the possibilities between operators to co-ordinate interference between each other and on at what level. 

3 Proposal

Following note is proposed to be added in section 8.2 clarifying the border co-ordination requirements:

“ Note 1: In case of border co-ordination requirement, other aspects such as possible scheduling solutions and higher level frequency co-ordination should be considered together with physical layer behavior.”
