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1 Introduction
At RAN2#71, RAN2 sent an LS in [1] to RAN with some assumptions regarding the RN testing requirements. In this contribution, the co-sourcing companies highlight some concerns with some of the assumptions in the LS and proposes a way forward.
2 Discussion
2.1 LS from RAN2

The LS indicated the following:

RAN2 has made the following tentative assumptions:

· the access part of the RN (the RN as an eNB) should pass all tests related to mandatory regulatory requirements (RF, …),

· the backhaul part of the RN (Un)

· should pass all tests related to mandatory regulatory requirements (RF, …), 

· may be subject to performance requirements (R-PDCCH, R-PDSCH, …) specified by RAN4, 

· is not subject to protocol signalling tests in 3GPP (by RAN5 or any other workgroup),

· there is no need for RAN4/RAN5 to develop requirements or test cases for RN-specific L2/L3 procedures,

· the interaction between the Un and the Uu interfaces in the RN, in terms of one interface triggering actions on the other, does not need to be either specified or tested.

These assumptions are based on the fact that RAN2 considers the RN to be a network node.
2.2 View of co-sourcing companies
Apart from increasing the LTE deployment options for operators, a major point of specifying relays in 3GPP is that the relay should have the possibility to come from a different vendor from the eNode B vendor and be fully interoperable. If this were not the intention, there would have been no point in standardising the Un interface.
Hence, the co-sourcing companies believe that 3GPP should do everything within reason to ensure that the inter-operability of relays can be ensured at low cost to the industry. Conformance testing of the Un interface would seem to aid this objective. If conformance testing is not available, it would seem to lead to quite a large amount of duplicative (i.e. time-consuming and costly) testing that would be needed to be done for each “eNode B – Relay” vendor combination that is used in deployments, of which there could be a large number.
Therefore the co-sourcing companies believe that conformance testing should apply to relays, and that the Un part of the relay should be subject to protocol signalling tests in 3GPP, including relay-specific L2/3 procedures.
2.3 Additional point on implemented Relay functionality

It is of course possible that not all of the functionality that is available in 3GPP over the Un interface (including existing Uu functionality) is actually implemented by the relay/eNode B vendor. 

However this concept seems no different from UE functionality – where, e.g. in Release 8, UMTS 3GPP has made all of the Uu features optional in the UE, yet there are still conformance signalling test cases developed for those features. Hence it seems the only additional point is whether some existing Uu functionality that is mandatory in the UE should be optional for relays. 

The requirement for having mandatory feature support in the relay may not be as obvious as for UEs, however a basic set of functionality would need to be implemented by a relay for it to be reliable in deployment and for it to get any form of connectivity to the Donor eNode B, and it may be useful to consider mandating the support of such features in 3GPP.
3 Proposal
The co-sourcing companies believe that conformance testing should apply to relays, and that the Un part of the relay should be subject to protocol signalling tests in 3GPP, including relay-specific L2/3 procedures.

It should also be considered as to which functionality is essential to be implemented by relays, as there may be some benefit in mandating those procedures. But that seems to be a separate discussion for further consideration.
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