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Summary

A joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop was held on 25.02.2010 20:00-22:00 during the RAN2 #69/RAN3 #67 in San Francisco, USA in order to decide the architecture for Relays as part of the LTE-Advanced REL-9 study item and with the intention to fix this for the REL-10 feature LTE_Relay for which work items were already created at RAN #46 in Dec. 2009.

The following 2 architectures are described in TR 36.806 (R2-097537):

· Architecture A, with following variants:

· Alternative 1: Full-L3 relay, transparent for DeNB;

· Alternative 2: Proxy S1/X2;

· Alternative 3: RN bearers terminate in DeNB;

· Architecture B, with following variant:

· Alternative 4: S1 UP terminated in DeNB.

At the previous meeting in Valencia, Spain in January 2010, RAN2 #68bis discussed the aspect of header compression (R2-100891) and RAN3 #66bis did a comparison of the different variants (R2-100893) and an informal show of hands (R2-100892).
After discussing different way forward proposals (R2-100897, R2-100896, R2-101836) this joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop came to the following agreements:

· Agreed to include Relay architecture comparison table of R2-100893 in TR 36.806 updated with agreements from RAN2 made during RAN2#69 and with removal of the rows on RN mobility and multi-hop.

· Proposal is to focus on alternatives 1 & 2, i.e. alternatives 3 & 4 are ruled out for Rel-10.

· As a starting point alternative 2 is supported in Rel-10
· Alternative 1 need not be considered when standardising Relays in Rel-10.
· Can start the work to prepare CRs for 36.300 using the current TR text for alternative 2 as a baseline.
· TR 36.806 rapporteur will prepare contents for conclusion section for TR 36.806 capturing above agreements, will be brought to RAN2 and RAN3 for approval on Friday this week.
· No voting will take place at RAN #47 on relay architecture issues.
Organisation of the meeting

Meeting room:

Continental 4 (main RAN2 meeting room)

Chairmen

Gert-Jan van Lieshout, RAN2 chairman (Samsung; Gert.vanLieshout@samsung.com)




Dino Flore , RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm; oflore@qualcomm.com)

MCC support:

Joern Krause (ETSI MCC, Joern.Krause@etsi.org)

documents:

ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_69/Relay_arch_RAN2_RAN3_workshop/
1
Opening of the meeting
Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung, RAN2 chairman) welcomed delegates to the joint workshop.

1.1
Call for IPR

	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

The delegates were asked to take note that they were hereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the work of 3GPP.

· to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the RAN WG2/WG3

Chairmen.
2
Approval of the Agenda

R2-100890
Proposed agenda for joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop on Relay architecture, San Francisco, USA, 25.02.2010
RAN2 chairman (Samsung), RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
Agenda

REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
discussion:
No comments.
conclusion:
Agenda is agreed.
3
Status of Relay architecture discussions

TR 36.806:
R2-097537
TR 36.806 v0.2.0 on Relay architectures for E-UTRA (LTE-Advanced)
Ericsson
TR
36.806
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
revised during RAN2 #69 in R2-101844

R2-101844
TR 36.806 v0.3.0 on Relay architectures for E-UTRA (LTE-Advanced)
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
TR
36.806
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

This document (latest version of the TR) is mentioned here for reference reasons only.
Note: TR 36.806 will be submitted to RAN #47 for approval.
RAN2 status on header compression:
R2-100891
RAN2 status on Header compression
Nokia Siemens Networks
Report
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
presented by Woonhee Hwang (Nokia Siemens Networks)
discussion:
No comments.
conclusion:
Noted
RAN3 architecture comparison table:
R2-100892
RAN3 status on Relay architecture comparison
RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
Report

REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Informal show of hands at RAN3 #66bis:

Q1)
which architecture we should continue to develop in Rel-10?


Arch A:

Qualcomm, Alcatel Lucent, Ericsson, DOCOMO, Samsung, DT-TMO, Vodafone, ZTE,



Telecom Italia, NSN, Interdigital, CATT, Fujitsu, CMCC, New Postcom

Arch B:

Huawei, Coiler, Texas Instruments, LG, III, Motorola, RIM 


Undecided:
AT&T, Mitsubishi, NEC, Telia Sonera, KDDI, Hitachi, Kyocera, Orange

R1)
The majority of companies selects Arch A.

Q2)
Given that Arch A is selected, do we want to select a single alternative of Arch A?


Yes:

NSN, Nokia, III, Coiler, Texas Instruments, Orange, Huawei, Motorola, CMCC, RIM, CATT,



DT-TMO, LG, Intergitial, Fujitsu


No:

Qualcomm, Samsung, DOCOMO, ZTE, Telecom Italia, Ericsson


Undecided:
Alcatel Lucent, New Postcom, NEC, AT&T, KDDI, Kyocera, Telia Sonera, Hitachi

R2)
The majority of companies selects “YES”

Q3)
Given that a single architecture is selected, what is your preference between the three alternatives of Arch A?


Alt 1:

Samsung, Fujitsu


Alt 2:

Vodafone, NSN, LG, RIM, Telecom Italia, CATT, Mitsubishi, ZTE, CMCC, Interdigital, 


Orange, DT-TMO, Huawei, Texas Instruments, Motorola


Undecided:
Ericsson, Alcatel Lucent, DOCOMO, KDDI, Qualcomm, AT&T, NEC, Kyocera, Hitachi, Coiler,



New Postcom, Telia Sonera, III

R3)
No Result

presented by Dino Flore (Qualcomm, RAN3 chairman)
discussion:
No comments.
conclusion:
Noted
R2-100893
Relay architecture comparison table
RAN3
Report
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Note:
RAN2 aspects were discussed during RAN2 #69 this week in connection with

R2-101415 with the following conclusions:
· for "Header Overhead/Compression" row: "[under discussion in RAN2]" can be removed for Alt1, Alt2 and Alt3.
· Flow control decision can be taken in the WI-phase
· RRC issues row: "(subject to RAN2 analysis)" can be removed; some relay specific changes are expected for all alternatives.
presented by Angelo Centonza (Nokia Siemens Networks)
discussion:
RAN2 chairman: RAN2 had some further agreements this week (listed in the 

Note above). Can we include the table in the TR 36.806 with these 


modifications?




Panasonic: What about the ffs rows in the table?




Nokia Siemens Networks: Not relevant for the WI.

conclusion:
Noted.



Agreed that multi-hop and RN mobility are not addressed in the WI.




Agreed to include the table (with RAN2 agreements and removal of ffs rows) in 

the TR 36.806.
4
Way forward on Relay architecture

Note: If RAN2/3 workshop is not able to come to a decision, a vote is expected to take place in RAN #47.
R2-100894
Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward
Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Proposals:
1.
A single LTE-A Relay architecture is chosen for Rel-10



2.
The chosen LTE-A Relay architecture is Alternative 2: Proxy S1/X2.
revised in R2-100897 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-100897
Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward
Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone, TeliaSonera
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
presented by Axel Klatt (Deutsche Telekom)
discussion:
No comments.
conclusion:
Noted.
R2-100895
Architecture choice for Relay standardisation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Note: Available in RAN3 as R3-101002.
revised in R2-100896 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-100896
Architecture choice for Relay standardisation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone, Telecom Italia, Telia Sonera, TD Tech, Potevio, MediaTek Inc., ITRI, NEC, Telefonica, HT mMobile Inc.
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

Proposal:

-
Select Alternative 2 as the way forward for the standardization of 


Relays for LTE-advanced

presented by Angelo Centonza (Nokia Siemens Networks)
discussion:
No comments.
conclusion:
Noted.
R2-101254
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Note: Available in RAN3 as R3-100954.

revised in R2-101597 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-101597
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
revised in R2-101836 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-101836
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI, Samsung, ETRI
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Proposals:
1.
3GPP should standardize Alternative 2 in 36.300 for Rel-10.




2.
No further standardization work should be done to optimize Alt.1.




3.
3GPP should leave Alternative 1 possible as an early deployment 


option of Alternative 2.

presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson)
discussion:
Nokia Siemens Networks (NSN): To proposal 2: Standardisation effort for 

alternative 1?



Ericsson: Most of the work has already been done in the recent past.




Deutsche Telekom: Why is this paper then needed?




Vodafone: How about L1 impact for delay node?




Ericsson: This is common among Alt 1 and Alt2.




Vodafone: Alt1 already part of Alt2? Or what changes are needed?




Ericsson: Alt1 and Alt2 share a lot of commonalities, Alt1 can be considered as 

suboptimized Alt2.




Qualcomm: eNB functionality usually not specified in detail i.e. they are 


optional, so Alt1 is a subset of Alt2




Deutsche Telekom: If you can do it as an implementation option no further 

work would be needed. But do we need to take Alt1 always into account when 

specifying Alt2?




RAN2 chairman: Would the requirement of considering Alt1 put restrictions to 

Alt2?



Qualcomm: If all optimisations of Alt2 are optional then Alt1 would be possible, 

a problem would be if optimisations of Alt2 are specified to be mandatory.



RAN2 chairman: So in this case we would have different tracks for both 


alternatives.



Ericsson: On network side anyway everything is usually optional.



RAN3 chairman: Agrees that on network side we usually standardize 


functionalities as optional for the network side.



NSN: Would we need to standardize interoperability between Alt1 and Alt2?




RAN3 chairman: Not needed as long as everything is optional.




NSN: How can the architecture of Alt1 be a subset of Alt2?




Qualcomm: Also UE has to be able to work with networks that supports 


different features.




RAN2 chairman: UE would have to know whether it is a Relay Node (RN) of 

Alt1 and not Alt2. So the impact is not yet clear.




Ericsson: Let's take what we have in the TR for Alt2 in stage 2 and that should 

make Alt1 possible.



NSN: But making proxy function in Donor NB optional would make Alt1 


the standard solution.



RAN3 chairman: There is a home Node B example where gateway is not 

optional.



RAN2 chairman: Alt1 still allows any changes to the Donor eNB?



Ericsson: How can optionality be a problem for the RN?



NSN: There would be changes in the overall architecture.




RAN2 chairman: Alt1 with no changes to Donor eNB or any changes to Donor 

eNB?




Qualcomm: Depends on whether we consider inband case.

conclusion:
Noted.
QUESTION 1: Proposal is to focus on alternatives 1 & 2 i.e. Alt 3 and Alt4 are ruled out for REL-10?
discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Agreed.
QUESTION 2: As a starting point alternative 2 is supported in REL-10?
discussion:
Qualcomm: Alt2 as in the TR (i.e. optimisation of Alt1) or as an open new Alt?

Ericsson: Starting from scratch?

RAN3 chairman: SI did not define all details so we have to specify more details in WI phase.
Ericsson: Do we keep protocol stack as in the SI.

RAN2 chairman: Of course. It is just that if we find problems we must be able to deviate.

conclusion:
Agreed.

QUESTION 3: Can we also agree that Alt1 is supported in REL-10?
discussion:

RAN2 chairman: informative show of hands:

Who would answer: yes? 12 companies

Who would answer: no? 24 companies

Deutsche Telekom: We want to avoid that someone is coming later saying we cannot specify this as this would have problems with Alt1. But we do not forbid Alt1.

Qualcomm: In the TR 36.806 Alt2 was described as compatible with Alt1, do we challenge this?

RAN2 chairman: You could make changes based on consensus in the group.

conclusion:
Agreed: "Alt1 need not be considered when standardising Relays in REL-10.




Can start work to prepare CRs for 36.300 using the current TR text for Alt2 as 

a baseline."




TR 36.806 rapporteur will write a text proposal for TR 36.806 to capture this in 

the conclusion section of the TR in order to agree this on Fri in RAN2 #69 (see 

R2-101869).




No voting will take place at RAN #47 for this.




Summary of these questions will be provided by RAN2/RAN3 chairmen


in R2-100898.
5
Any other business
Nothing to report.
6
Closing of the meeting (around 22:00)
RAN2 chairman closed the workshop at 21:10.
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