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1. Introduction

At the last RAN3#38 meeting, Nokia got task to initiate E-mail Discussion on Code Sharing during Compressed Mode for collecting all technical concerns on the feature. This document summarizes the E-mail Discussion on RAN3 reflector.

2. Discussion
 Nokia summarized the technical concerns that had been raised up until the last RAN3#38 meeting and asked companies to add their concerns that were not described in the following list.  

RNC implementation complexity

· It is complex to apply this code sharing to SHO case and to non-SRNC/DRNC case. It is not complex to apply this code sharing to combined SRNC/DRNC case.(R3-022283)

Complexity of code sharing

· If UEs, that share the same code use the same Transmission Gap Pattern Sequence Parameter with all other UEs, it is not difficult to find the suitable timing to execute CM. 

· If UEs, that share the same code will use different Transmission Gap Pattern Sequence parameter with other UEs (especially TGPL), it will increase difficulty for finding the suitable timing to execute CM. 

Availability of code sharing for UEs

· This feature is not available for Rel99/4/5 UEs. It can be applied by Rel-6 and later UEs.

· This feature is not available for the UEs that are using different SFs.
During E-mail discussion, the comments from two companies were received on the reflector.

Siemens : 

The list is missing the timing problem in SHO described at R3-030373. Even if, only UEs share the same code that uses the same Transmission Gap Pattern Sequence, the problem remains as constrains are propagated from cell to cell.  As one option, RAN1 suggests to restricts code sharing to non-SHO cases.

Nokia :

Agree to add it to the list. (#1) 

Ericsson : 

Even in the case we apply this feature only to a combined SRNC/DRNC case, the solution is quite complex in case multiple Transmission Gap Pattern Sequences are activated for a UE. Even in case the same pattern is allocated to all UE, it is difficult to offset CM pattern by N frames for different UEs in this situation. 

Nokia : 

Agree to add it to the list. (#2)
3. Conclusion

 Comments from two companies were received on the reflector and the following list is updated one based on the comments. 

RNC implementation complexity

· It is complex to apply this code sharing to non-SRNC/DRNC case. As one option(RAN1 suggests), RNC applies this feature only to UEs in a combined SRNC/DRNC case. 

· It is complex to apply this code sharing to SHO case. As one option (RAN1 suggests), RNC applies this feature only to UEs in non-SHO case. (#1)

· It is not complex to apply this code sharing to a combined SRNC/DRNC case. (R3-022283)

Complexity of code sharing

· If UEs, that share the same code use the same Transmission Gap Pattern Sequence Parameter with all other UEs, it is not difficult to find the suitable timing to execute CM. 

· If UEs, that share the same code will use different Transmission Gap Pattern Sequence parameter with other UEs (especially TGPL), it will increase difficulty for finding the suitable timing to execute CM. 
· If UEs, that share the same code have multiple activated Transmission Gap Pattern Sequences, it will increase difficulty for finding the suitable timing to execute CM in case different TGPL and TGL etc are set in the Transmission Gap Pattern Sequences that UE has. (#2)

Availability of code sharing for UEs

· This feature is not available for Rel99/4/5 UEs. It can be applied by Rel-6 and later UEs.

· This feature is not available for UEs that are using different SFs.















