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1 Introduction
This paper discussed scenarios and considerations of active mode mobility between HNB cell and Macro cell. And it is suggested that RAN3 proceed working on 3G HNB based on these considerations and add the conclusions into TR25.820 [1].
2 Discussion
Assumptions

The following discussion is based on Iu-based architecture described in [2].
Mobility Scenarios and Considerations
One precondition of the discussion of mobility is whether Iur should be supported or not. In Iu-based architecture there is possibility for the existence of Iur between Macro RNC and HNB, however there are some problems for the deployment of Iur: 
1) When HNBs are deployed in high density the number of Iur interface could exceed far beyond the Macro RNC’s capacity; 
2) Security threats exist since Iur is exposed on user’s side; 
3) Interoperability needs much work for HNB vendors, i.e. parameters for some dedicated signaling or procedure, and capabilities in RRC-connected modes should be unified.
Moreover there is no strong needs for soft handover since the network between HNB and HNB GW could not guaranteed the delay for macro diversity; and hard handovers (combined with SRNS relocation) without Iur interface can be managed to well support the active mode mobility. 
So it is suggested that Iur deployment should not be put to high priority, i.e. Iur between 3G Macro and 3G HNB is not mandatory in current stage. And more analyses are needed to evaluate the benefit cost ratio of Iur deployment between 3G Macro and 3G HNB.
Proposal 1: Iur between 3G Macro and 3G HNB is not mandatory for legacy network in current stage.

There are some problems to implement inbound hard handovers:

1) When HNBs are deployed in large amount, it is not guaranteed to use the unique scrambling code for each HNB under the coverage of the same Macro cell; besides HNB’s cell identity is not indicated in the Measurement Report message reported by legacy UE, so the Macro cell does not know whether the UE is handing over to the right HNB cell.

2) The Macro cell has no knowledge of the relationship between UE and HNB cell, i.e. whether UE is authorized by the HNB cell that it is handing over to. And this will lead to high call-drop rate and waste of network signaling.
3) To support inbound mobility huge number of HNB cells will be configured as neighbors of the Macro cell. This is a big challenge for the processing capacity of RNC.
Therefore it is not recommended to support inbound handovers for legacy UE. However there is possibility for Macro cell to get the HNB cell-specific information (e.g. cell identity, CSG, cell type, position information and etc.) through way of implementation, in this case inbound handover is feasible.
Proposal 2: Inbound handover is not supported for legacy UE, unless HNB cell-specific information can be achieved by Macro cell.
Since neighbour Macro cell information can be configured on HNB with more flexibility and HNB can make the right handover decision based on Measurement Report from UE, outbound hard handover is necessary to support the service continuity between HNB cell and Macro cell. Handover from HNB cell to Macro cell will be generally combined with SRNS relocation. In case that HNB cell is covered by Macro cell, blind hard handover should also be supported as a complementary scenario under special conditions (e.g. the signal quality of the serving cell decrease rapidly so as not to trigger the measurement).
Proposal 3: Outbound hard handover and SRNS relocation should be supported. Outbound blind hard handover should be supported when HNB cell is covered by Macro cell.

In current active mobility scenarios, network node makes handover decision based on the Measurement Report reported by UE, and signaling quality is a quite essential input. 
However the introduction of HNB raised new requirement: due to the low fees and high bit rates, users probably prefer to be served by HNBs even when the Macro coverage is better so as to allow for handover, i.e. the HNB cell should be given the option of high priority in active mode mobility scenarios. Thus distinguish between HNB cell and Macro cell should be taken into account for handover decision. And this can be realized either by pre-configuration or by indicating (the cell type) explicitly to the network node. 

Proposal 4: HNB cell should be given the option of high priority in active mode mobility scenarios.
3 Conclusion and Proposal
It is proposed for RAN3 to accept the following proposals as the assumptions for future work of 3G HNB, and add these conclusions into TR25.820:

Proposal 1: Iur between 3G Macro and 3G HNB is not mandatory for legacy network in current stage.

Proposal 2: Inbound handover is not supported for legacy UE, unless HNB cell-specific information can be achieved by Macro cell.

Proposal 3: Outbound hard handover and SRNS relocation should be supported. Outbound blind hard handover should be supported when HNB cell is covered by Macro cell.

Proposal 4: HNB cell should be given the option of high priority in active mode mobility scenarios.
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