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1.
Introduction
Some of the open issues for DC mobility procedures have been agreed and updated into the baseline CR. However, there are still some big issues, such as SeNB Reconfiguration Confirmation procedure, X2AP signalling for SeNB initiated SCG Change, which are left for decision. This paper investigates some of the potential issues above. 
2.
Discussion
In this section, the following FFSs are to be investigated. 

· Issue 1: X2AP signalling for SeNB initiated SCG Change
· Issue 2: SeNB Reconfiguration Confirmation procedure
2.1 X2AP signalling for SeNB initiated SCG Change
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Fig.1: SCG Change – Current status
One open issue in Fig. 1 is about where the presence of RRC Container, for that the important use case is about DRB type change. A long time email discussion [1] was performed for this topic. However, no conclusion was reached finally. 
According to the thread of email discussion, the following point is the common understanding: 

· SeNB can decide and then request the release of SCell or DRB and MeNB cannot reject it 
The unclear point is whether the final decision should always be made by MeNB for full releasing it. For example, SeNB requests to release a certain DRB with the cause values such as specific bearer Inactivity for a long time. In this situation, SeNB has already decided to full release the bear and MeNB does not to be involved for a final decision. That is why I would like to list up the case below for further checking the necessity of the exchange of RRC container between MeNB and SeNB from the use case point of view. 
· Use Case 1: Full Release decided by SeNB (SeNB knows beforehand since data has not come for a long time) 

· This is a general release use case, nothing is related to RA here. 
· Use Case 2: DRB Type Change  (e.g, DRB -> MCG bearer)

· Case 2a: in case of load balancing or other reason, SeNB requests to release it and then MeNB has resource to take care about this bearer. 

· This is a general DRB Type Change use case, RA should always be included
· Case 2b: in case of load balancing or other reason, SeNB needs to release it, however MeNB has no resource to take care about it. 

· This is not a normal use case. SeNB can guess beforehand if good load balancing mechanism is performed between MeNB and SeNB. 
So for use case 1 and use case 2a, there is no problem with the RA issue. The problem is to solve use case 2b. Some companies proposed to solve it by exchange of RRC container between MeNB and SeNB. However, it is not really needed.
Firstly, it is not a normal use case. The assumption is that MeNB is overloaded situation. On the other hand, as a Master eNB, MeNB accepts the bearer initially (no matter decides to serve it by MCG or SCG), it takes the responsibility to take care about this bearer more than SeNB does. That is also why I would like to say use case 2a is much more normal use case than Case 2b. By a round procedure (initially accept the bearer -> addition to SeNB -> take it back from SeNB), the case that the bearer has to be released is not normal use case. 

Secondly, there exist many ways to solve this issue. For example, MeNB may decide to move all SCG bearers to another SeNB. Or MeNB may trigger a new Modification Request procedure.
Based on the analysis above, the following proposal is suggested to RAN3:

Proposal 1): From DRB type change point of view, RRC container does not have to be present in steps 2 and 3.
2.2 SeNB Reconfiguration Confirmation procedure
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Fig. 1. SeNB Addition procedure. 
An offline email discussion was performed with a summary in [2]. The way forward is to let operators decide whether the confirm message is necessary or not. The following several points should be considered for the decision. 
Firstly, there was a negative comment saying that the RACH failure is not a normal case so that the confirm message is not necessary. Currently for X2 handover, we don’t allow target eNB trigger the Path Switch Request before the RACH result comes to it. Following the rare case logic, the current X2 handover procedure should be changed regarding the message order. Obviously, we don’t allow to do that. 

The most important thing is the IoT issue. Operator may buy SeNB, MeNB and MME from different vendors. Especially, the small cell may be bought from various vendors. Operator should cooperate the IoT between them?  Even from vendors point of view, it is helpful to save a lot of budget on the testing. 
Another big drawback without the message is that packets could be lost if no data forwarding is supported. This is also a factor for operator to consider. User experience is very important for operator. The potential loss can not be ignored. 
Proposal 2): It is beneficial and necessary to have the SeNB Reconfiguration Confirmation message. 
3. Conclusions
This paper investigated some main open issues for the mobility procedures. The following proposals are suggested to RAN3: 
Proposal 1): From DRB type change point of view, RRC container does not have to be present in steps 2 and 3.
Proposal 2): It is beneficial and necessary to have the SeNB Reconfiguration Confirmation message.
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