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RAN2 has discussed solutions for inbound mobility to H(e)NBs during RAN2#66bis. RAN2 has agreed that for both UMTS and LTE, the UE will perform a preliminary access check before the network performs handover preparation. In order to perform the preliminary access check, the UE may need to acquire system information of H(e)NBs (MIB & SIB1 in LTE, and MIB, SIB3/SIB4 in UMTS). 
For intra-frequency handovers, the general assumption in RAN2 has been that the network normally tries to keep the UE connected to the “strongest cell” at any given time. However, in a shared carrier H(e)NB deployment this may result in an “H(e)NB exclusion zone” around the macro cell site, where UE’s do not move to H(e)NBs. The “H(e)NB exclusion zone” is understood to be the area around the macro cell site where the HeNB signal is stronger than the macro signal in only an unacceptably small radius around the H(e)NB. In order to avoid having a H(e)NB exclusion zone, handover of a UE to a H(e)NB even when the H(e)NB is not the strongest cell has to be considered. RAN2 wonders whether it is possible for the UE to get reasonable performance (e.g., throughput) upon handover to the H(e)NB under such circumstances.
Question 1: In a shared carrier H(e)NB deployment, if a UE is handed over to a H(e)NB when the H(e)NB is not the strongest cell, can the UE maintain reasonable performance? In addition, would the UE create significant uplink interference to the macro cell by being handed over to the H(e)NB?
One consequence of the above agreement is that it is necessary to have a clear understanding of the impacts from system information acquisition of H(e)NBs on the link between the UE and the serving cell. Since acquisition of system information of H(e)NBs may require gaps and the gaps could interrupt user data traffic through the serving cell, it is necessary to quantify the extent of such interruption. It is also necessary to quantify additional handover delay due to acquiring the system information. RAN2 would like to request RAN4 to include dense H(e)NB deployment scenarios in their evaluation of interruptions and delays. RAN2 assumes that the handover delay is more critical when the inbound mobility is to a H(e)NB on the same carrier as the serving cell.
Question 2a: For LTE, how many repetitions of MIB and SIB1 are needed for successful reception in the worst case and in the typical case including the case when the target is stronger than the serving cell ?
Question 2b: For UMTS and LTE, if the UE autonomously receives system information, what is the expected performance impact to an ongoing voice call?
For UMTS intra-frequency inbound mobility, RAN2 has considered the possibility of reducing the repetition periods of SIB3/SIB4 to reduce the delay in acquiring the system information. However, RAN2 is unsure how much benefit such a reduction of repetition periods would provide.
Question 2c: For UMTS, does reduction of the delay in acquiring system information by reducing the repetition periods of SIB3/SIB4 provide benefits for inbound mobility to HNBs?
Actions to RAN4:
RAN2 requests RAN4 to consider the above details and answer the questions listed above. It should be noted that responses from RAN4 are critical to complete the specification of procedures for inbound mobility to H(e)NBs and an early response from RAN4 would be appreciated.
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