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Overall Description:

RAN WG3 would like to thank RAN WG1 for its liaison on support of flexible signaling approach for Node B synchronization, which refers to the RAN1 contribution R1-02-0004 “Proposed flexible signaling approach for 1.28 Mcps TDD NodeB sync”. RAN WG3 however had several concerns with this proposed method. A brief listing of the concerns are:

1. Complexity: The method appears to be more complex than the existing centralized control method.

2. Alignment between modes: This proposal will make the 1.28 Mcps Node B synchronization solution significantly different than the solution for 3.84 Mcps, in fact, they would have only a part of the involved procedures in common. This may be a deviation from TSG RAN mandate to align as much as possible the various modes. 

3. Error handling: This proposal may lead to an architecture where the RNC could lose control of the steady state synchronisation process.  In particular having a Node B with a lower cost clock may result in updating other Node B’s with lower cost clocks without continuous RNC interaction. This leads to the need to study in detail the error detection, error handling and interaction with the oversight that the RNC must perform.

4. Iub signalling load: During our discussion it is not clear to WG3 that the amount of Iub signaling load in this flexible method is not of concern, but more information on expected message rates would allow us to quantify this issue. 

Provided that the current centralized approach is likely insufficient, e.g. due to its inflexibility leading to excessive blanking rates of the DwPCH, the above issues can be resolved. However RAN3 would prefer to consider this flexible signaling approach based on the evidence that it is necessary and efficient, i.e. that it solves the problems with the smallest amount of additional provisions. Even if it is proven that the current centralized approach is not sufficient, is it possible to fix by a modification of the scheduling, or other change, in the centralized approach instead of a new approach which introduces autonomous decentralised phase adjustment?  

Actions to RAN WG1:

RAN WG3 would like to ask RAN1 to provide RAN3 with more explanation about the flexible signalling approach. In particular RAN3 would ask RAN1 the following questions:

1) Is there a definite problem with the current centralized approach for 1.28 Mcps TDD, e.g lack of flexibility in measurements, or too high signaling load in exchanging messages?

2) If it is determined that there is a problem, could RAN1, considering the issues listed above, suggest scheduling or reporting changes that would allow the current centralized approach to be maintained? 

3) For any new elements of information to be exchanged between Node B and RNC for the new synchronisation approach: Could RAN1 provide guidance in the approximate expected frequency of the messages in each method needed to support the synchronization while allowing a proper amount of DwPCH blanking? This will allow RAN3 to make decisions on whether these parameters need to be sent between the Node B and RNC on the Iub user plane (i.e. via Frame Protocol) or control plane messages (NBAP).
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