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Problem statement
In Rel-13 eMTC, a UE receives SIB1 in the HO command. This SIB1 includes the valid/invalid mask that the UE can use to receive the RAR in the target cell. SIB1, however, does not include the MBSFN subframe mask. Thus, it is not clear what is the assumption on MBSFN subframes for the target cell upon handover. 

Observation 1: With current signalling, the UE does not know the MBSFN subframe configuration of the target cell after handover.

Note that this issue exists also in regular LTE, but with the following differences:
1) In legacy LTE, the eNB will not schedule RAR in the MBSFN subframes. This can be easily achieved by not transmitting a PDCCH in that corresponding subframe. In eMTC, due to the presence of repetitions, this may not be possible. Assuming the worst case MBSFN configuration after handover may lead to an excessive number of subframes being skipped.
2) In legacy LTE, the UE can read SIB2 while receiving/monitoring RAR. This is not possible in eMTC due to narrowband operation.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Thus, the behaviour for eMTC in this case is not well defined. In this contribution we present possible solutions to this issue.


Proposed solutions
Given that Rel-13 has been finalized almost two releases ago, and some UEs are already in the field, we do not think it is beneficial to introduce new Rel-13 ASN.1 to include this additional information. A feasible solution to this problem would be to tie the MBSFN subframe configuration with the valid/invalid bitmap, which is transmitted in the HO command.

Proposal 1: For Rel-13, the UE assumes that the valid/invalid mask in the HO command is the same as the MBSFN subframe mask in the target cell.

For Rel-14, RAN2 included the SIB2 in handover command [1]. Although this CR was originally for switching between CE and non-CE mode, the same signalling can be used for handover in CE mode. One possible drawback of this solution is that the whole SIB2 has to be transmitted in the HO command, which may increase the number of repetitions needed for its transmissions, and thus the HO delay would be also increased. 

Observation 2: For Rel-14, SIB2 can be signalled in HO (introduced in [1]).

Proposal 2: Send an LS to RAN2 to inform them that MBSFN subframe information is needed in HO command, and ask them to assess if the current solution of sending the full SIB2 is suitable.


Summary

In this contribution we discussed an issue with HO in eMTC related to MBSFN subframes. We made the following observations and conclusions:

Observation 1: With current signalling, the UE does not know the MBSFN subframe configuration of the target cell after handover.

Proposal 1: For Rel-13, the UE assumes that the valid/invalid mask in the HO command is the same as the MBSFN subframe mask in the target cell.

Observation 2: For Rel-14, SIB2 can be signalled in HO (introduced in [1]).

Proposal 2: Send an LS to RAN2 to inform them that MBSFN subframe information is needed in HO command, and ask them to assess if the current solution of sending the full SIB2 is suitable.
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