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1. Introduction

A number of documents were presented during RAN3 #53bis with the intention of describing the thus far presented “evolved HSPA” Architecture proposals using “matrix” comparison tables. These documents are [1], [2], [3], and [4].

Given the number of contributions submitted which attempted to construct such “matrix” comparison tables and the time it would take to individually treat each contribution it was decided that an agreed set of metrics should be worked upon offline for subsequent usage by RAN3 in any comparison matrix. 
The table below is the result of two off-line discussions where agreement was reached in the inclusion of the metrics presented. 
2. HSPA Architecture Evaluation Matrix
The table below outlines the agreed metrics which should be used to describe/evaluate/compare each of the different architecture alternatives.

	Target
	Alt1:

Current architecture
	Alt 2:

RNC in NodeB
	Alt 3:

CRNC in NodeB
	Alt 4:

Iu UP in NodeB

	Security


	
	
	
	

	Reduce U Plane Latency
	
	
	
	

	Reduce C Plane Latency
	
	
	
	

	Specification Impact
	
	
	
	

	Impact upon CN Node(s)
	
	
	
	

	Impact upon RAN
	
	
	
	

	Interworking with Legacy UEs
(includes CS Domain handling)
	
	
	
	

	Efficiency of MDC Support
	
	
	
	

	Transport Scalability / Backhaul costs

	
	
	
	

	Last Mile Bandwidth Usage (due to eHSPA Arch)
	
	
	
	

	


	
	
	
	

	Interruption time / User experience.


	
	
	
	

	
Radio Efficiency

	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	

	
User Throughput Increase
	
	
	
	

	RRM support


	
	
	
	

	Number of 
CP & UP Nodes


	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	


Note:

At the time of writing, inclusion of a metric which describes the ease or otherwise of incorporating L1 L2 improvements against each architecture option is not included due to any such improvements not specified or described as yet. This does not prevent inclusion of such a metric in the future should any L1 L2 improvements from other WGs be forthcoming. 
3. Conclusion and Proposal

It is proposed that the now agreed table above be populated before the close of the next RAN3 meeting (#54) either via email or company contributions. 
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TRANSPORT SCALABILITY / BACKHAUL


Ericsson: how do we measure scalability? Nortel: we are hoping to define impact upon UTRAN nodes, not transmission network (out of scope of RAN3). Nokia:  transport scalability not the same as topology. TIM: splitting of CP and UP (Alt 4) brings separation of management of increased traffic i.e. UP increase compared to CP. 


BMW: suggests compromise of both terms. 


Nortel: swap Backhaul Costs for Last Mile Bandwidth. Nokia don't see the relevance of this term, for certain deployments it is not clear given plus the presence of pre eHSPA architecture.


Compromise: Transport Scalability & another metric of Last Mile Bandwidth Usage (due to eHSPA Arch).


Comments on wording of 2nd metric allowed until close of meeting.





�PS ONLY OVER HSPA


Originally a Siemens originated metric.  Ericsson suggest "Support of Legacy CS". VF suggest "Handling of CS RABs". Nokia & TIM state that this is already covered in handling of legacy UEs metric.


Alex (Siemens) reminds us of the requirement that this work "should" support legacy CS architecture. 


Ericsson: suggest the compromise of within Legacy UEs metric that we add the note of "handling CS domain". AGREED.





�MOBILITY IMPACTS


Thomas (Siemens) provides an overview of the thinking behind this.  Disruption time, handover performance should not be worse. TIM request clarification e.g. are we mentioning performance at HO, disruption and optimisation at common scenarios. Believes that it relates to interruption time at HO. Qualcomm agree that this should be more specific, suggest: interruption time or user experience. 


Sami asks what was discussed / agreed at RAN level on this point. Alex doesn't recall anything on this. 


Mobility Impacts renamed to Interruption Time or User experience. Agreed. 





�EFFICIENT QOS FOR ALL


Thomas describes the intention of this metric (comes from Siemens). Nortel states that there is the objective to improve system performance. Nokia question if this can be compared. Qualcomm state that system performance is more than QoS specifically. 


Ericsson suggest two metrics: QoS Support (AGREED), RRM Support. Mattias provides an overview on the meaning of RRM Support, that e.g. inter-cell RRM can be done faster (NodeB architecture option). Nokia stresses the point again that we should remain faithful to the SI Objections and Requirements in proceeding with this task. Qualcomm suggest Radio Efficiency, supported by Ericsson. AGREED.





�SPECTRAL EFFICIENCY


Nokia state that this can be removed, so too the group also.


REMOVED





�TIME (TO SPECIFY)


Nortel metric. Nortel describe the intention of this e.g. availability of SAE CN and interworking here. 


Nokia & Ericsson, TIM, VF believe that this is already covered in Specification Impact. 


Nortel can agree to remove this, due to Specification Impact. 





�BIT RATE INCREASE


Nortel metric, now believed to be already covered. Nokia suggest that perhaps Throughput Increase may be more appropriate due to location of functionality. Ericsson propose to keep it, perhaps rename to Throughput Increase. (Ericsson) This is the most visible metric to the user and is very related to UP latency. Throughput Increase? AGREED to be renamed User Throughput Increase.





�Agreed.


�NUMBER OF RAN NODES.


Ericsson ambivalent to keeping of this node. TIM prefer to remove, suggest terming it "UP and CP Nodes". Nortel suggest changing this to something termed OPEX. Nokia in favour of keeping the original terminology, could live with TIM suggestion (Ericsson ok with this also).


TIM suggestion agreed.





�INDEPENDENT RADIO INTERFACE EVOLUTION AND SUPPORT OF LEGACY TRAFFIC ON THE SAME CARRIER


Ericsson provides some background to this metric. 


Nokia prefer to remain with the first half of this metric, prefer to see the latter part removed. Ericsson agree to remove the latter part. 


TIM suggest Radio Interface Improvement, L1 & L2 solutions for all architectures. Qualcomm wish that we clearly describe this metric, that improvements (from RAN2) are able to be incorporated into each of the architecture alternatives. 


Renamed to:  Ability to support Radio Interface Improvements in an Architecturally Independent way?


TIM state that it is hard to foresee the radio L1 L2 improvements at this time and we are no in a position to decide this at this time. 


Decision: removed for the moment, suggestions and re-opening of discussion allowed at RAN Plenary.
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