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1
Introduction
In RAN3#70-bis meeting it was agreed to add a new IE for Relay Node Indicator in Initial UE Message in order for the MME to properly perform GW selection for the relay node operations [1].
In SA3#62 the details of the security solution for RNs were agreed [2]. This requires to add a confirming IE to the Initial Context Setup message. The CRs [3] and [4] provides the necessary changes that have to added to the S1AP accordingly.

This means currently two alternatives for the RN attachment are feasible. One based on the already agreed RAN3 CR and another which is in-line with the SA3 decision. In this paper we summarize these alternatives and conclude that both would be feasible. After discussing the procedural implications, which shall be considered in this late phase for Rel-10, we conclude to follow the SA3 decision. 
2
Discussion
Alternative 1:
The agreed SA3 CR in [1] states, that the MME-RN checks the subscription data and, based on it, informs the DeNB in an extended S1 INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP message that the attachment is for relay nodes. This would mean an additional IE in this message, but would not require an additional IE in the Initial UE Message from the DeNB to the MME. Introducing the new IE is reflected in the CRs [3] and [4]. 

Alternative 2:
The approved RAN3 CR [1] describes the inclusion of an additional RN-specific field in the Initial UE Message. For some of the security solutions that were discussed in SA3 the presence of this new IE would have been crucial. However, the finally agreed security solution uses a USIM-RN which is only used for attachment as a relay in phase 2, not for phase 1. Hence the subscription data is sufficient for the MME-RN to know that the attachment request is for a relay node.
Discussion of the technical aspects:

It can now be argued that no further changes are needed on top of the already agreed CR [1], in particular no change to the S1 INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP message is needed. The argument is that an MME will send a UE CONTEXT RELEASE message to the DeNB if the DeNB signalled to the MME that the attachment is for relays, but the subscription data did not contain a corresponding indication. 

From a functional point of view, both alternatives seem equivalent as long as one can guarantee that the DeNB will always talk to an RN-enabled MME. And there seems to be no technical advantage from a RAN3 perspective for either alternative. Hence, the main difference seems the procedural one: 
Discussion of the procedural aspects:

If RAN3 decides to go forward with alternative 1 then the issue can be settled by the March plenaries - and there is no need to present a corrective CR to RAN plenary as the corresponding CR [1] was agreed in January.

On the other hand, if RAN3 goes with alternative 2 then a conflict between stage 2 and stage 3 will be created, a SA3 CR for the SA3 meeting in April will be needed, and the issue can be settled only by the plenaries in June. 
Conclusion: We cannot identify a major technical advantage of the one solution over the other but when considering the late phase of Rel‑10 and the procedural delay caused by alternative 2 we propose to go with alternative 1. 

3
Proposals
In the discussion section we concludes to go forward with alternative 1, i.e. the solution decided by SA3 and propose:
Proposal 1: The procedural implications shall be discussed and taken into account for the selection of the alternative.

Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree on alternative 1 according to [3] and [4]. 
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