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1   Introduction 
The contribution analyzes the impact to S1 interface regarding the support for SIPTO@LN with standalone GW in dual connectivity. 
2   Detailed Analysis 
According to ([3]), the required changes to S1 interface include informing eNB whether a specific E-RAB is used for SIPTO@LN PDN connection. Thus, for SITPO bearer, the MeNB should not select a SeNB (e.g. SeNB5) that does not belong to the same local home network as MeNB. For example, in below figure, Case 1 and 2 is supported, but Case 3 shall be excluded. 
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Figure 2 – user-plane for various cases with SeNB-5

However, as commented by both ([4]) and ([5]), this is a very strange scenario. It is the same S-GW of the Standalone GW used for both SIPTO@LN PDN connection and non-SIPTO@LN PDN connection. 

· For DL, it is very strange that S-GW can send some DL packets (for non-SIPTO@LN PDN connection) to SeNB-5, but cannot send other DL packets (for SIPTO@LN PDN connection) to SeNB-5. 

· For UL, it is also very weird that the S-GW can send some UL packets (received from MeNB) to the collocated L-GW, but cannot send other UL packets (received from SeNB) to the collocated L-GW.  

Up to now, there is no valid reason why MeNB cannot select SeNB-5 for SIPTO bearer. It just follow the normal DC and SIPTO@LN procedure to configure SeNB-5 for SIPTO bearer. There is no technical obstacle to prevent Case 3 for SeNB-5, no matter whether from policy control and charge control point of view, or from the added benefit to operator/end-user/vendor. Actually, introducing S1 changes to exclude Case 3 negatively affect the system’s performance, for example, if not have this restriction, the MeNB can select any SeNB if the UE is the SeNB’s coverage. With this exclusion, it restrict the UEs to use DC to improve throughput ([3]). Most of the important, it eliminates the benefit that is already provided to operator/end-user/vendors based on Rel-12 specification.

Observation 1: There is no valid reason to introduce changes to S1 interface, in order to prevent a questionable scenario. 
The major argument from previous meeting is case 3 does not meet the policy control and charge control. But this is not valid. The core network does not know the SeNB. From the MME’s perspective, the S1-C is terminated at the MeNB. The policy control and charging control is based on the UE’s location which is determined by the S1-C termination point. If companies believe there is an issue for policy control and charging control, this needs to be confirmed by SA2 before RAN3 introduce any changes. 

Observation 2: If companies really think there is issue for policy control and charging control, the issue needs to be confirmed by SA2 before RAN3 introduce any changes.
Even if there may be a need to support this questionable scenario, it is still not justified why need changes to S1 interface. If there is a strong need that this scenario need to excluded, the eNB cannot fully rely on the indication from the MME. For example, if the MME made a mistake and did not indicate the SIPTO bearer to eNB, there is no way to correct it. A more safe solution is the eNB know whether this is a SIPTO bearer based on configuration. 

Observation 3: Even there may be a need to exclude Case 3, it is preferred to use a more safe solution, e.g. based on the configuration in the eNB.
Proposal: The required changes to S1 interface is not justified. 
3   Conclusion and Proposals

This contribution analyzed the issues for Idle-Active transition in Dual Connectivity. Our proposals are:
Observation 1: There is no valid reason to introduce changes to S1 interface, in order to prevent a questionable scenario. 

Observation 2: If companies really think there is issue for policy control and charging control, the issue needs to be confirmed by SA2 before RAN3 introduce any changes.

Observation 3: Even there may be a need to exclude Case 3, it is preferred to use a more safe solution, e.g. based on the configuration in the eNB.

Proposal: The required changes to S1 interface is not justified. 
4   Reference

[1] TS36.300 Evolved Universal Terrestrial Radio Access (E-UTRA) and Evolved Universal Terrestrial Radio Access Network (E-UTRAN); Overall description; Stage 2
[2] R3-152370, Support of SIPTO with stand-alone GW for DC
[3] R3-152015, SIPTO stand-alone architecture support in DC

[4] R3-152224, Response to R3-152015
[5] R3-152227, Response to R3-152015
3GPP


_1505139611.vsd
MeNB


UE


Standalone GW











S-GW


L-GW


Case 1: UE with SIPTO@LN PDN connection via MCG bearer


MeNB


UE


Standalone GW











S-GW


L-GW


Case 2: UE with non-SIPTO@LN PDN connection via SCG bearer
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Case 3: UE with SIPTO@LN PDN connection via SCG bearer
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