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1   Introduction
In RAN3#76 meeting, comparison table for both candidate Mobile Relay architecture options and existing solutions is completed in [1]. In this contribution, some comparison metrics are prioritized to help down selection work in RAN3#77.
2   Discussion

There are many metrics in the comparison table and each Mobile Relay architecture option has pros and cons in the metrics. Since it would be difficult to down select with considering all metrics, a part of the metrics should be prioritized to be easy to compare among the candidate options.

Proposal 1: RAN3 shall prioritize appropriate comparison metrics for effective down selection work.

As the next step, impacts for operators and vendors in case of Mobile Relay deployment will be considered. Figure 1 shows an illustration of LTE system with Mobile Relay.


Figure 1: Illustration of LTE system with Mobile Relay

When an operator deploys the Mobile Relay, the impacts on connections between existing nodes (i.e. MME, S/P-GW, eNB) and Mobile Relay/DeNB for Mobile relay have to be considered. Since new functions which have impacts on the existing nodes will lead to the necessity of updating the existing nodes and hence increasing the development / replacement etc. costs, we can consider that minimization of the existing nodes are high priority factor. Concretely, Node Impact, S1 impact, X2 impact, Support for MR’s mobility and Signalling overhead in the metric table shall be prioritized.

Proposal 2: RAN3 shall treat existing node related metrics in the comparison table as high priority in down selection phase
In addition, deployment scenario is currently limited only for the high speed train purpose. It can be assumed that the volume of Mobile Relay node and the DeNB which support the communication with Mobile Relay is not so large. Therefore, it would be desirable for both operators and vendors to reuse existing nodes to save cost of Mobile Relay installation. For example, existing Fixed Relay, Pico eNB and other eNB can be reused without significant impacts / changes for Mobile Relay. The existing DeNBs for Fixed Relay can support Mobile Relay communication functions in case of co-deployment with Fixed Relay and Mobile Relay. Therefore, RN Complexity, DeNB Complexity and Deployment are also prioritized
Proposal 3: RAN3 shall also treat “RN complexity”, “DeNB complexity” and “Deployment” in the comparison table as high priority in down selection phase
As the result of above discussion, we summarize the priority on comparison metrics in following table.

Table: Priority on comparison metrics
	Metrics
	Priority
	Comments

	RN Complexity
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	DeNB Complexity
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	Node Impact
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	Deployment
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	Standardization Effort and Complexity
	FFS
	Depending on other metrics

	UE mobility
	Middle
	Can be improved by group mobility

	QoS
	Middle
	Can be improved by enhanced techniques

	S1 impact
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	X2 impact
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	Security
	Middle
	Can be improved by enhanced techniques

	Support for multi-RAT
	Middle
	Optional function

	Support for MR’s mobility
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	Signalling overhead
	High
	There are impacts for existing nodes

	Impact on UE energy consumption
	N.A.
	Common evaluation for all options

	Handover success rate
	Middle
	Can be improved by enhanced techniques

	Backhaul link stability
	Middle
	Can be improved by enhanced techniques

	Voice call support and continuity
	N.A.
	Common evaluation for all options

	Quality of access link
	N.A.
	Common evaluation for all options

	Support of multiple concurrent  services
	N.A.
	Common evaluation for all options

	Support for local services
	N.A.
	Common evaluation for all options


3   Conclusion
 In this contribution, prioritization on the comparison metrics was considered.  As the result of the consideration, we propose:
Proposal 1: RAN3 shall prioritize appropriate comparison metrics for effective down selection work.
Proposal 2: RAN3 shall treat existing node related metrics in the comparison table as high priority in down selection phase
Proposal 3: RAN3 shall also treat “RN complexity”, “DeNB Complexity” and “deployment” in the comparison table as high priority in down selection phase
4   Reference

[1]
3GPP TR36.836,

“Mobile Relay for E-UTRA”
[2]

3GPP


