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1
Introduction

This document proposes dual track evolution for Evolved UTRA (E-UTRA) and UTRA. The dual track approach and the common track approach are compared in terms of the level of optimisation, simplicity, speed of standardisation and market, and inter-RAT handover.
2
Discussion
There are two approaches in the protocol evolution for LTE as indicated in figure 1. They are the dual track approach and the common track approach. If protocols above E-MAC are newly specified from the scratch in the dual track approach, past standard development effort would be wasted and a lot of time would be spent for standard specifications. However, the specifications of Release 6 are available for use as a starting point for the dual track approach. Therefore any functionality of E-RRC and E-PDCP can be taken from release 6 even if the dual track approach is applied and LTE can be built independently from the release 6 enhancement track.
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Figure 1: Dual track approach and common track approach

2.1
Further optimisation

Not only L1 but also higher layer protocols require further optimisation in order to satisfy LTE requirements. The dual track approach is free from legacy constraints and near term performance. As a result, more drastic optimisation and simplification are possible. Therefore, cost and performance goals in the dual track approach are more likely achieved.
2.2
Faster standardization / Simpler specifications
From the standardization and specifications point of view, the common track approach requires more intensive compatibility and isolated impact analysis, which may be very complex. Because the existing RRC protocol definition contains 4 branches (ie Rel99, Rel4, Rel5 and Rel6), each message have a lot of information elements with choice mode and its maintenance is already difficult. Moreover, freezing ASN.1 depends on the stability of the existing version of RRC. We assume that faster standardization and simpler specifications are possible if E-RRC ASN.1 is free from the existing version of RRC and very simple E-RRC procedures are applied or branching between 3G and E-3G is produced in top level choice mode of RRC message. The dual track approach could realize these points. 
2.3
Faster to the market
Common Evolution Track produces common higher layer protocols with ability to support GERA, UTRA and E-UTRA L1. In the dual tarack approach, number of procedures in E-RRC can be reduced to large extent. Due to this simplification, less testing cases are required with regard to LTE functionalities. Faster standardisation and easier test requirements make it possible to introduce LTE products to the market earlier. 
2.4
Inter-RAT handover

Inter-RAT handover is realised by handover to E-UTRAN and handover to other RAT in the dual track approach. Resource at the target RAT is reserved in advance and source RAN instructs handover to UEs. The UE then acquires synchronisation and responds to the target RAN. In terms of RAN2 perspective, this procedure is very similar to physical channel reconfiguration and simple. Therefore, inter-RAT handover processing load and delay in the dual track approach would not become disadvantageous and abovementioned other advantages would outweigh possible higher latency in inter-RAT handover.
3 Proposal
Many advantages of the dual track approach over the common track approach are identified in terms of the level of optimisation, simplicity, speed of standardisation. We propose the dual track approach.
During inter-RAT handovers the RRC connection needs to be re-established between the corresponding peer RRC or E-RRC entities. The RRC connections for UTRAN and E-UTRAN would therefore be different.
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