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1.
Introduction

At 3GPP TSG RAN #52 meeting, the WID [1] has been noted and considered as an input for prioritisation process [2] defined at the same 3GPP TSG RAN meeting.

This document highlights some issues (which have direct implications on 3GPP TSG GERAN work) within the above WID which is expected to be submitted for approval at the next 3GPP TSG RAN #53 meeting (Fukuoka, Japan, 13th – 16th September, 2011). 
The above mentioned WID deals with E-UTRA medium range and MSR medium range/local area BS class requirements.

A feasible way forward is suggested by the sourcing companies in Sect. 3, in order to solve the issues highlighted in Sect. 2.

2.
Discussion
The WID [1] aims at creating new core requirements for E-UTRA medium range BS class for FDD and TDD (with no implications on 3GPP TSG GERAN work) and new core requirements for MSR medium range and local area BS classes, covering BC1 and BC2 (UTRA + E-UTRA) requirements; it is also stated that “future alignment with BC2 requirements for GSM/EDGE (within the scope of GERAN work) should be considered”.
The last point has clear implications on 3GPP TSG GERAN work, even though for the time being 3GPP TSG GERAN has not been made aware of them.
The same WID also states that “for MSR BS, only BC1 and non-GSM/EDGE operation in BC2 should be covered; this also means that the work item does not need direct involvement from GERAN”.
Based on the above 2 statements, it is not crystal clear whether 3GPP TSG RAN expectations are either that 3GPP TSG GERAN specify micro and pico MCBTS classes requirements in their relevant specifications or that 3GPP TSG GERAN specify MSR medium range and local area BS classes requirements in BC2 for GSM/EDGE (and in the latter case whether such requirements should be included in 3GPP TSG GERAN or 3GPP TSG RAN specifications).

The sourcing companies believe that the latter case implies severe drawbacks in the overall specification process. 
If the MSR medium range and local area BS classes requirements in BC2 for GSM/EDGE were included in 3GPP TSG GERAN specifications, this would imply that specifications under 3GPP TSG GERAN responsibility should anyway refer to specifications on MSR BS under 3GPP TSG RAN responsibility, which in turn already point to specifications under 3GPP TSG GERAN responsibility whenever MSR BS requirements are meant as specific GSM/EDGE single-RAT requirements not covered by the general requirements. These continuous cross-references would make the specifications almost unreadable and might lead to misinterpretation of (some of) the specified features.

If the MSR medium range and local area BS classes requirements in BC2 for GSM/EDGE were included in 3GPP TSG RAN specifications, this would imply that 3GPP TSG GERAN should continuously provide and endorse CRs against specifications on MSR BS under 3GPP TSG RAN responsibility. Since the involved WGs are 3GPP TSG RAN4 and 3GPP TSG GERAN1 (whose meetings are periodically scheduled in 2 consecutive weeks), this would in turn imply that at any meeting 3GPP TSG GERAN1 should submit CRs against specifications under 3GPP TSG RAN4 responsibility, without knowing in advance the changes made to the same specifications by 3GPP TSG RAN4 during the week when 3GPP TSG GERAN1 must submit CRs to be discussed one week later. This would always imply one meeting cycle delay for getting stable specifications and consequent 3GPP TSG RAN4 agreement and 3GPP TSG RAN approval of the related CRs.   

3.
Conclusions and suggested way forward
The sourcing companies noted the above drawbacks 3GPP TSG GERAN should cope with in case the current version of the WID [1] were approved ‘as is’ at the next 3GPP TSG RAN #53 meeting.

In order to avoid any controversial issue, the sourcing companies suggest 3GPP TSG GERAN send an LS to 3GPP TSG RAN and 3GPP TSG RAN4 highlighting the above drawbacks and proposing the following:

· MSR medium range and local area BS classes requirements in BC2 *including GSM/EDGE* be specified by 3GPP TSG RAN4 (primary responsibility), with 3GPP TSG GERAN1 having secondary responsibility on GSM/EDGE in BC2 (i.e. the same approach adopted so far for any MSR BS related issue);

· micro and pico MCBTS classes requirements be specified by 3GPP TSG GERAN1 in the specifications under 3GPP TSG GERAN1 responsibility. 
This implies the WID [1] is modified accordingly by 3GPP TSG RAN and, once it has been approved, a new WID on the specifications of micro and pico MCBTS classes requirements is then approved by 3GPP TSG GERAN.
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