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1   Introduction
In last RAN3 meeting, the baseline solution for the CSG enhancement in dual connectivity was determined. However, there are still several issues for further discussion. 

For the baseline CRs, there are three open issues which were raised during the last meeting,

1) Whether to have additional text for the multiple PLMNs case (36.300 CR).
2) Whether to have additional text or modification for the description of the CSG Membership Info IE (36.413 CR).
3) The criticality of the CSG Membership Status IE in the SeNB Addition Request message (36.423 CR).
In this contribution, we try to discuss the above issues in details, and provide our preference.

2   Discussion
a) Multiple PLMNs case
During the last meeting, the multiple PLMNs issue was raised for the baseline CR for TS 36.300.

Some company indicated the preference to update this part with a similar text as used in ‘PLMN Selection’ in 36.300 for the normal case which supports the multiple PLMN IDs.

	4.   PLMN Selection: If the target cell is a shared CSG/hybrid cell, the UE reports the subset of the broadcasted PLMN identities passing PLMN ID check and the CSG whitelist of the UE includes an entry comprising of the concerned PLMN identity and the CSG ID broadcast by the target cell. The source eNB performs PLMN ID check for the PLMNs reported by the UE and selects one if multiple pass the PLMN ID check. Finally the MME verifies the CSG membership according to the received CSG ID, the selected PLMN ID and stored subscription CSG information of the UE.


As we have the agreement that the cell served by the SeNB can belong to a different PLMN than the PLMN serving for the UE in the MeNB in the TR [1], it seems reasonable to introduce the multiple PLMNs case also into the DC enhancement to keep the consistency with the normal case.
Proposal 1:  The Multiple PLMNs case should be supported in DC.
b)  The description of the CSG Membership Info IE
During the offline email discussion, different companies have different understandings of the description of the CSG Membership Info IE in 36.413 as following,
	If no CSG Membership Info IE is received in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message and the UE was previously configured with resources from a hybrid cell, the MME shall consider that the UE has moved into an open access cell.


One understanding of this description is that there are two scenarios included in the sentence. One is that the SeNB change from a Hybrid HeNB to an open mode HeNB, and another one is that the SeNB change from one hybrid HeNB to another Hybrid HeNB.

For the second scenario, the concern is that there is no Membership Status IE in the E-RAB Modification Request message. In this case, the MME regards the target as an open HeNB even the access mode IE is set as hybrid mode in this message. The action of MME may be not correct then.

Based on the description pasted before, it seems that the second scenario is not reasonable because the access mode IE is included in the CSG Membership Info IE (in the baseline CR); there is no such kind of scenario that the access mode IE is set to ‘hybrid’ then. So the original description of the CSG Membership Info IE is correct.

Proposal 2: No more additional text is needed for the description of the CSG Membership Info IE.
c) The criticality of the CSG Membership Status IE
During the offline discussion, the different criticalities of the CSG Membership Status IE were discussed.  
Some companies considered to use the ‘ignore’ because the SeNB could continue the addition of SeNB assuming a UE “non-member” for this case. Moreover, they wonder whether we should follow the rule of normal handover procedure. For the normal inbound handover, the criticality of CSG Membership Status IE is reject which means the handover procedure would be rejected if the target doesn’t have this information when needed.

But other companies have some concern that the ‘ignore’ may have some security risk since MeNB assumes it was accepted by SeNB, but the SeNB actually ignored it. The possible solution was to include some IE as just ack to the membership IE (or same membership IE) in SeNB addition Request ACK and SeNB Modification Request ACK.
Based on the discussion before, the ‘ignore’ may bring the security risk issue, so it can be excluded firstly. Then, for the possible solution which adds the IE into the SeNB addition Request ACK and SeNB Modification Request ACK, it is a bit complex since it needs more modification for the specification. In this case, it seems that the ‘reject’ could be a simple and appropriate solution. The MeNB can be aware of the error caused by the CSG Membership Status IE and decide the further actions.
Proposal 3: The ‘reject’ should be used as the criticality of the CSG Membership Status IE in SeNB Addition Request message.
3   Summary

In this paper, we discuss the open issue on the release of the UE-associated signalling connection for inter-MeNB handover without SeNB change. Based on the above analysis, we have following and proposals:
Proposal 1: The additional text for the multiple PLMNs case is needed.

Proposal 2: No more additional text is needed for the description of the CSG Membership Info IE.
Proposal 3: The ‘reject’ should be used as the criticality of the CSG Membership Status IE in SeNB Addition Request message.
4   Reference
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