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Discussion and Decision
1 Introduction
In the email discussion [81#30] after RAN2-#81, Broadcom and a number of companies suggested to extend Scenario 2 by allowing an eNB to exchange information with more than one AP via non-standardized interface. In this paper, we further discuss reasons for this suggestion and the implications to a few other open issues regarding scenarios for WLAN/3GPP Interworking.
2 Standalone and collocated deployment 
In the report on email discussion 81#30 [1], two scenarios are captured as focus scenarios for operator deployed and controlled WLAN deployments. 

Scenario 1 – Standalone Deployment

Standalone (e)NBs and WLAN APs deployment. There is no RAN level information exchange between (e)NBs and APs via standardized interface. 

Note: some information exchange may be possible via OAM or proprietary interface.

Scenario 2 – Collocated Deployment

Collocated (e)NBs and WLAN APs deployment. RAN level information exchange between (e)NBs and APs may be possible via non-standardized internal interface. 

The (e)NB may be integrated with more than one WLAN AP.
In the scenario 2 description, it was proposed to clarify that the (e)NB may be connected to more than one WLAN AP, where they may or may not be geographically collocated. Nonetheless, we believe the critical difference between scenario 1 and scenario 2 is not so much the relative location of (e)NBs and APs but whether or not they are connected with a proprietary non-standards based interface. For example, one may interpret scenario 1 to refer to deployments where there is no interface between (e)NBs and APs, with a typical example scenario being “standalone deployment”, where (e)NBs and APs are physically in independent locations. Scenario 2 can be thought of as focusing on deployments with non-standardized interfaces between (e)NBs and APs, where a typical deployment case could be collocated deployment, i.e. (e)NBs and APs are physically at the same location. However, there may be other cases that fall within scenario 2 such as enterprise Wi-Fi deployments where multiple APs could be spread out in a larger area and may not be physically close to the location of the (e)NB they are connected with.
Observation 1: The difference between Scenario 1 and 2 is the availability of a non-standardized interface between the (e)NBs and APs.
In [1], one of the open issues raised was whether a non-standardized interface is assumed to be available in scenario 2 only or in scenario 1 as well. We think that if we adopt the interpretation offered above, we do not need to address this issue at all. Scenario 2 can be extended to cover the case where APs are physically non-collocated with the (e)NB but are connected via non-standardized interfaces.
In addition, this interpretation is also well suited with the opinion of many companies in terms of solution development for scenario 1 and 2. It was noted in [1] that “the vast majority (26 companies) think that both scenarios should be included in the TR, with scenario 1 being higher priority. It should be noted that solutions for scenario 1 are also applicable to scenario 2, however scenario 2 may allow some additional optimizations.” 
In other words, RAN2 could focus on developing a generic solution framework to support scenarios for both with and without a non-standardized interface between (e)NBs and APs, emphasising on no-interface scenarios such as most standalone deployments. Additionally, based on the same solution framework, RAN2 may allow additional optimized solutions for scenarios where there may be a non-standardized interface between (e)NBs and APs enabling RAN level information exchange between (e)NBs and APs.
Proposal 1: RAN2 is requested to agree that Scenarios 1 and 2 identified in [1] be interpreted as per observation 1. i.e., the difference between Scenario 1 and 2 is the availability of a non-standardized interface between the (e)NBs and APs.

Proposal 2: RAN2 is requested to agree a way forward on developing solutions for scenarios 1 and 2. Namely, RAN2 should focus on developing a generic solution framework to support scenarios for both with and without non-standardized interface between (e)NBs and APs, with primary emphasis on scenarios without a non-standardized interface such as most standalone deployments. Additionally, RAN2 should consider additional optimized solutions for scenarios where there may be a non-standardized interface between (e)NBs and APs, which allows RAN level information exchange between (e)NBs and these WLAN APs
3 Conclusion 
The scenario 2 captured in the email report can be extended to cover the case where APs are physically non-collocated with the (e)NB but are connected via non-standardized interfaces. Nonetheless, we believe the critical difference between scenario 1 and scenario 2 is not so much the relative location of (e)NBs and APs but whether or not they are connected with a proprietary non-standards based interface. As a result, we propose the following interpretation for Scenarios 1 and 2 identified in [1].
Proposal 1: RAN2 is requested to agree that Scenarios 1 and 2 identified in [1] be interpreted as per observation 1. i.e., the difference between Scenario 1 and 2 is the availability of a non-standardized interface between the (e)NBs and APs.

From solution development perspective, we propose the following way forward: 
Proposal 1: RAN2 should focus on developing a generic solution framework to support scenarios for both with and without non-standardized interface between (e)NBs and APs, with first emphasis on without non-standardized interface scenarios such as most standalone deployments. Additionally, based on the same solution framework, RAN2 may allow additional optimized solutions for scenarios where there may be non-standardized interface between (e)NBs and APs, where RAN level information exchange between (e)NBs and these APs may be possible.
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