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Discussion
1 Introduction 
In RAN #67 meeting, a new Work Item LTE-WLAN Integration and Interworking Enhancement [1] was approved to deal with the load balance and the radio level efficiency between WLAN and 3GPP networks. In R12 phase we mainly discuss solution1 which focus on device centric methods, and operators’ control is stressed but still can be improved.  The new WI provides two directions to improve operators’ value and we’d like to discuss the preferable solution.

2 Discussion
Different operators have different network deployment strategies, especially that WLAN network has its own specialty. WLAN is normally regarded as the supplement extension of the UTRAN/E-UTRAN network in hotspots, as well as deployed in some places where the operator faces the difficulty to implement the BS facility.
2.1 Preferable direction 
As illustrated in [1], two directions are proposed to meet the requirement of the developing usage of WLAN network and more network control. Solution-3 in TR 37.834 focuses on the dedicated signaling for traffic steering based on the measurement of WLAN and 3GPP network. The WLAN/3GPP aggregation solution was proposed to better improve the radio efficiency. Both solution3 and aggregation schemes put stress on operators’ value. The aggregation solution could better adjust the radio and load conditions, what’s more, UE throughput can be significantly improved by the aggregation of two-path data streams if we deploy 3C-like solution as Dual Connectivity has already standardized. The solution 3 could steer the traffic by some newly introduced procedures and it will naturally increase the signaling overhead.  However, due to the limited time for Release13, focusing on one solution seems to be a more efficient way for mitigating RAN2’s burden. 

  Proposal 1:RAN2’s work should mainly focus on one solution, and the aggregation solution which provides more flexibility for scheduling and reuses the basic framework of DC should be put in higher priority.
2.2 Non-co-located architecture
Co-located node of AP and eNB and non-co-located nodes should be considered in this WI according to the WID. At present, inter-vendor APs and eNBs are widely used in network deployment for an operator, and this situation will probably be the same to the following network roll out. Also, inter-vendor AP and eNB can provide more flexibility for network planning. So non-co-located scenario is mainly what operators are concerning about.
The non-co-located scenario naturally leads to the interface discussion which will exclude the AP or AC WLAN end point reference aspects according to [2]. No matter what entity the interface will connect to, it is the reality that one eNB’s coverage easily including multiple APs’ coverage. So an eNB at least needs to associate to several relevant APs to fulfill the aggregation requirement. Thus, the mechanism we develop for the aggregation solution should try to make sure that as many as APs involving in the eNB’s coverage can be jointly considered and properly aggregated.   
Proposal 2: The aggregation solution should try to make sure that as many as APs involving in the eNB’s coverage can be jointly considered and properly aggregated.  
Under the framework of current WLAN standards, one AP might be unavailable if there are interferences due to the LBT mechanism in a period. Then transition to another AP seems to be essential to find a suboptimal solution. How to explore several AP candidates and whether the transition mechanism is need should be paid some attention.
What’s more, if a UE has been served by several APs for a while, the system should consider the fairness problem. That is to say, if we reuse the 3C or 2C architecture of Dual Connectivity, each eNB/AP is relatively independent for the data delivered. The eNB wouldn’t know how many APs have served a specific UE and how much data have been delivered in total during last period of time. For example, a UE under an eNB has quite a poor channel condition so that the eNB consumes lots of resource to fulfill the UE’s requirements, while actually the UE gets plenty of data via WLAN’s service so that the UE doesn’t need the eNB’s help. So an eNB and several APs should build up a framework to communicate so that the eNB could talk to more than a specific AP.  
Proposal 3: An eNB and several APs should somehow build up a framework to communicate or at least transmit some fundamental information, not limited to a confined one AP.
3 Conclusions
Proposal 1:RAN2’s work should mainly focus on one solution, and the aggregation solution which provides more flexibility for scheduling and reuses the basic framework of DC should be put in higher priority.

Proposal 2: The aggregation solution should try to make sure that as many as APs involving in the eNB’s coverage can be jointly considered and properly aggregated.  
Proposal 3: An eNB and several APs should somehow build up a framework to communicate or at least some fundamental information, not limited to a confined one.
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