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1.
Introduction

For several meetings work has taken place on the R7 Study Item that is eHSPA – including and beyond the RAN WG3#55bis and RAN WG3#56. This follows the decision from RAN Plenary #35 meeting whereby it was agreed that:
· Keep the existing study item open

· Focus the work there only on the Architecture Alternative 2

· See at next RAN plenary whether we can manage with TEI7 or TEI8 only or whether a WI is needed or whether there are changes needed in the specs.

The latter two points have taken place, and whilst this document does not propose directly to proceed with any changes via TEI7 or TEI8, various aspects of the way forward and what should be completed is given in this document.

It should be noted here that there has been agreement that as part of the HSPA evolved architecture work that a carrier-sharing solution based be found. 

During RAN3#55bis, it was agreed that the Iur interface would be the “interworking” interface with which to ensure CS MO and MT calls can proceed in an Iu-PS only eHSPA implementation using Architecture 2. 

However there are some outstanding issues that need to be considered in addition to this “Iur” interworking for CS calls, and the aim of this document is to try to prioritise the issues for agreement.
2.
Discussion

2.1 Summary of issues

The areas of discussion where changes to the specs are expected are in the resolution of the following identified issues:

· Resolution of RNC-ID extension action from RAN Plenary (although not exclusively related to eHSPA and “Architecture 2”).
· SRNS Relocation for those call-types to be handled by legacy SRNC.

· Interference control support

· MBMS support

2.2 RNC-ID extension
Although this issue is NOT exclusively related to eHSPA and the “Flat Architecture”, it is being handled as a TEI to generally allow the possibility for small RNCs in the network. 
A solution to the RNC-ID issue (i.e. max RNC-ID currently cannot be greater than 4096) was first initiated prior to RAN3#55, presented during RAN3#55 and with minor modifications technically agreed during RAN3#56. This solution has received positive feedback in the LS process with RAN2, GERAN2, SA2, and CT4. RAN2 has approved the related CR at last RAN2 #58 meeting [1].
Firstly, it is proposed to approve the technically endorsed CRs provided by RAN WG3 for inclusion into the Release 7 specifications.

There was a concern raised in RAN WG3 that these CRs may not cope with the need for an extended RNC-ID in very large network scenarios. However, as the standardisation requirements need more clarification, these requirements should be identified first and a suitable solution should be studied accordingly.  
Depending on the standardisation, implementation and configuration complexity, the final agreed solution could be included in Release 7.
2.3 SRNS Relocation for those calls to be handled by legacy RNC
It has been agreed to use a form of SRNS Relocation for call re-direction during eHSPA Node B carrier-sharing. The two options for the form of SRNS Relocation to use are described quite comprehensively in [2]. These are:

· “UE involved” SRNS Relocation (where the target cell is the same as the source cell)
· An evolved form of “UE not involved” SRNS Relocation (where the target RNC is not already acting as a drift RNC in the UE connection)
It may in fact be the case that the solution that requires least changes to the specifications is the “UE involved” SRNS Relocation, but the most important factor here (given the fact that RAN agreed to maintain the Iu interface connectivity for eHSPA architecture) is that legacy UEs are able to be successfully re-directed to the legacy RNC with whatever option is selected for standardisation. 
Along these lines, some concerns were raised within RAN WG3#55bis regarding the ability for a re-direction mechanism utilising “UE involved” SRNS Relocation to successfully occur for legacy UEs when both source and target cell are the same. Hence it was proposed that RAN2 should look into this. Documents [3] and [4] on this issue were  submitted in RAN WG2#58, but were not treated due to lack of time.
Obviously RAN WG3 would need to wait for feedback from RAN WG2 on this topic before any final agreement on the solution can be made. 
But once this feedback is available (hopefully in the next RAN WG2 meeting), it is anticipated that the changes could be specified quite quickly based on the existing example signalling flows in [2].
In addition to this, given that the main requirement of the agreed solution is that there is no impact the UE implementation, the signalling would be internal to the network, and thus ASN.1 freezing should not be impacted if the CRs are agreed later, e.g. in RAN#37.
2.4 Interference control support

Whilst this issue has not been raised nor treated directly by RAN WG3, there remains a concern that with some transport network topologies, the Flat Architecture will– where MDC is utilised – be overly resource hungry, from a transport network point of view.

However, it is felt that a solution could be defined with minimum impact on the network signalling. Hence it is proposed that this issue is addressed in RAN WG3 within Release 7.

2.5 MBMS Support

So far there has only been agreement on the recommendation that IP Multicast be employed for the eHSPA collapsed architecture in the distribution of MBMS UP packets in a point-to-multipoint scenario. 
However MBMS CP aspects for “Release 6 MBMS” and specifically the “inter-NodeB dynamic co-ordination of soft-combining” require further investigation. 
Like all of the other changes, this would not require any changes in terms of UE standardisation, but still the work is still very much in a stage 2 phase. 
Therefore it is felt by Vodafone that due to the further study and architectural changes that this work would require (possibly also requiring SA2 involvement), a quick completion such that it can be included into Rel-7 seems unlikely.  

In any case, such changes should be treated with a lower priority than the other issues raised in this paper, when considering which areas to focus on for Release 7 completion.

3.
Conclusions and proposal
Based on the evidence given in this paper, the co-signing companies believe that the required specification changes for “some” eHSPA architecture functions are quite small and isolated, with quite a lot of the investigation already done. 
These functions are:
· RNC-ID extension

· SRNS Relocation for those call-types to be handled by legacy SRNC
· Interference control support.
With regards to the RNC-ID extension, it is proposed that the technically endorsed RAN WG3 CRs be agreed for Release 7.

It is believed that the changes required for the Interference control support and the SRNS Relocation for those call-types to be handled by legacy SRNC would not cause any major disruption for the UE ASN.1 freezing. Therefore it is felt that if the final stable CRs are approved until RAN#37, they should be considered by TSG RAN for inclusion into the Release 7 specifications. 
With regards to the handling of MBMS support, then as stated above, Vodafone feel the fast completion of this work is of a lower priority, and RAN WGs should handle this accordingly. However, of course if in addition to all of the other functions, the MBMS support can be completed by RAN#37, then TSG RAN may decide to also consider these changes for Release 7 specifications to allow a complete package for Release 7. 
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