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1 Introduction
Most users today experience broadband via fix, with no mobility, or over wireless accesses, with very restricted mobility. On the fix side, the rather moderate bit rates (few hundreds of Kbps) that initial DSL and cable modems deployment provided are quickly moving up to the Mbps and tens of Mbps via improvements on the local loop. FTH, providing much higher data rates, is already being deployed in some areas. On the wireless side, WLAN can already provide 108Mbps on narrow coverage and WIMAX is expected to provide soon broadband access rates (tens of Mbps) on wider (several Kilometers) areas. Also, mobility between WLAN APs and WIMAX is being worked out with IEEE and shall soon be available, as well as some degree of QoS (802.11e, etc).
The fact is that people are starting to get used to broadband, and services and content also being adapted to take full advantage of broadband. And end-users will definitely expect to get a similar experience when using their mobile devices, despite practical limitations (e.g. a mobile device can hardly include a 19 inches display or the processing power and rendering capabilities of a video-console, but it could be connected to a car entertainment system that includes such capabilities). 
EUTRA / EUTRAN should target to fulfill these end-user expectations. This is a twofold requirement: 

· On one side, UTRA / UTRAN should evolve to provide access data rates that are in line with what users can get from other access technologies.
This does not mean that the data rates should be identical to those users will get via fixed or wireless accesses, but they should be close enough. Users are still very much willing to compromise quality and speed for mobility, even if this willingness may be slowly narrowing due to improvements on access technologies.

· On the other side, EUTRA / EUTRAN should take into account that they will co-exist with other access technologies in the same area. When this happens, EUTRA may not be the most suitable access technology for a given service being offered to the user. EUTRA / EUTRAN should be able to cope with this situation by providing means for:

· helping the terminal be aware of other access technologies in the area, 

· facilitating service handover from one access technology to another (service continuity),

· graceful service degradation upon changing access conditions,

Actually, we assume that EUTRA is not limited to studying a single trend, but can actually work on several in parallel that may eventually result in different EUTRAs. This could mean adaptations or even the use completely different technologies that can take the most of the actual spectrum resources in very diverse scenarios (e.g. indoors vs outdoors, pico-cell vs macro-cell, etc). The resulting EUTRAs may physically coexist (coverage overlap) among them or with other radio technologies (such as WIMAX or WLAN).

Finally, another fact that UTRA / UTRAN evolution should consider is that IP has become the driving force in the communications arena. IP is the core of the Internet/Intranet-revolution, and IP-based PS services are expected to replace CS services within a relatively short timeframe. Even if CS services remain available for quite some time, CS-based services are not expected to evolve and are hardly a justification to evolve UTRA / UTRAN. Therefore, this trend towards IP-based PS should definitely be high up in the agenda of UTRA / UTRAN evolution, if not at the top.
This contribution proposes a set of high level requirements to be included in the TR on EUTRA / EUTRAN. These requirements are general and, in principle, apply to EUTRA and EUTRAN. Once agreed, these requirements would need to be broken, at a later stage (coming meetings) into smaller requirements that are specific to EUTRA and EUTRAN respectively.

2 High level requirements
1. Unless otherwise explicitly stated in the requirements, the principles of Rel-6 architecture (e.g. UTRAN service independence, NAS/AS split, etc) shall be maintained.

2. EUTRA / EUTRAN shall be optimized for high data rates of IP user traffic. 

Point to point is expected to be the predominant traffic type, but point to multipoint user traffic should also be supported.

3. EUTRA / EUTRAN shall include appropriate QoS mechanisms. 
It shall be possible to guarantee QoS for traffic flows that require such guarantees. This is mandatory for EUTRAN, but it is not necessarily mandatory for all EUTRA. If EUTRA comes up with several radio access alternative that physically co-exist, then not all of them are required to be able to provide the same level of QoS guarantees. Some radio access alternatives may even not include any QoS mechanism at all.
4. It shall be possible for different radio access technologies (e.g several UTRAs) to physically coexist (overlap). In particular, EUTRA / EUTRAN shall provide means for:
· assisting and/or allowing the terminal be aware of other access technologies in the area, 

· facilitating service handover from one access technology to another (service continuity),

· graceful service degradation upon changing access conditions,

· simultaneous services over multiple access technologies (e.g. some media via UTRA_1 and some via UTRA_2, when UTRA_1 and UTRA_2 overlap).






