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1 Introduction

In RAN1#60bis, the following working assumption was made:

Working Assumption:

That there is no R-PHICH, to be confirmed at RAN1#61.

2 Necessity of R-PHICH 
As discussed extensive in submitted contributions [1]-[6], decisions for not having R-PHICH are recapped as follows:

· MBSFN restriction in subframes 0, 4, 5 and 9 may result in constraint on keeping all the HARQ procedures in non-adaptive retransmission [1]
· Simpler HARQ Operation [2]
· Lower Complexity with adaptive HARQ without separate ACK/NACK which need to be coded with low error probability [2]
· Avoid procedure to associate UL transmissions with an R-PHICH index [5]
· Avoiding radio resources to be allocated in the backhaul for R-PHICH [6]
· Avoiding new R-PHICH allocation design within the PDSCH region (similar to the R-PDCCH) & the complicated interaction between PHICH and PDCCH [5]
The need for R-PHICH as pointed out in [3] is:

· Low overhead in case of synchronous non‑adaptive HARQ protocol
3 Conclusion
It is clear that the advantages for not having R-PHICH outweigh the contrary. We propose that the Working Assumption be confirmed in this meeting: 

           No R-PHICH for Type 1 Relay Backhaul   
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