3GPP TSG RAN2 Meeting #81
R2-130458
St. Julian’s, Malta, 28 Jan- 1st Feb 2013
Agenda item:

10.3
Source:


NEC Corporation
Title:
HNB Cell-FACH mobility  
Document for:


Discussion and Decision
1. Introduction
RAN2 has received LS from RAN3 in [1] to provide feedback on the feasibility of the solution whereby UE includes Cell-Identity of the source cell in RRC: Cell Update message during HNB mobility in Cell-FACH state.
In this contribution, we discuss UE impacts and propose a draft response to RAN3. 
2. Discussion
Cell-Identity is broadcast in SIB3 and in order to report this identity in RRC: Cell update message, we should consider following aspects:
Criteria for setting new IE and Cell Update message size
The new requirement for the UE to include cell identity IE while sending RRC: Cell Update message is in the case where source cell is a HNB and it is connected to a HNB-GW. It is not required if e.g. macro cell is supporting CSG functionality or UE is connected to a macro cell. 
In addition, CCCH message size to include Cell-Identity should be considered before any decision is taken. RAN2 has recently agreed CRs [5] up to Rel-10 to address CCCH message size for Cell Update message and agreed to exclude certain IEs to ensure the message fits in the transport block size.    
Observation 1: The proposed solution requires UE to send Cell Identity only when source cell is a HNB connected to HNB-GW otherwise this IE is not required. CCCH message size will be a restriction.
It is very clear that RAN2 shall be very careful in adding new IEs to Cell Update message. The other consequences of introducing Cell Identity in Cell Update would be that the network topology, in terms of informing the UE if the source cell is a HNB cell or a cell under RNC control, will be disclosed. RAN2 in principle has never agreed to proposals whereby network topology is disclosed to the UE. One such example was discussed in RAN2#72bis regarding structure of Cell-Identity and identification of RNC raised by RAN3 in [3] and it was rejected by RAN2 in their LS response to RAN3[4]. 
So, RAN2 should be careful and agree to this change only if no alternative solution is possible. We have learnt from the LS that this is simply one of the competing solutions and there are alternative solutions under discussion in RAN3 which can address the problem of U-RNTI collision. This change is non-backward compatible. 

Observation 2: The solution risks disclosure of network topology and UE has never been disclosed the network topology till now. One such example where RAN3 request was rejected is to broadcast RNC-ID for ANR.
 Open/Hybrid access HNB 
This solution cannot work in cases where open access HNB is connected via HNB-GW. UE supporting this functionality cannot detect the difference between HNB and macro cell even if HNB is connected via HNB-GW.
It would also result in the same situation if UE is connected to Hybrid access mode HNB but accessing the HNB in open mode. 

Observation 3: It is not possible to resolve U-RNTI collision if UE is connected to Hybrid access mode HNB as an open user. 
Standalone feature
It is our understanding that a separate capability needs to be specified for the UEs supporting inclusion of cell identity in Cell Update message. This capability cannot be linked to autonomous search in Cell-FACH procedure because both the procedures are different from UE point of view. In other words, this functionality will be a standalone feature and have no association with other enhancements under discussion for Cell-FACH mobility. We already have six separate capabilities introduced for inbound mobility which clearly separate the support of proximity indication and support of mobility.  
Observation 4: If agreed, UEs supporting Cell Identity reporting in Cell Update message will be a standalone feature. However, it is up to RANP to take the final decision.
Considering the UE complexity, CCCH message size, inability to resolve U-RNTI collision in all cases, and risk of disclosing network architecture we would like to propose that
Proposal: It is proposed to reply RAN3 that UE based solution shall not be considered.   
3. Conclusion

We propose RAN2 to discuss following proposals:

Observation 1: The proposed solution requires UE to send Cell Identity only when source cell is a HNB connected to HNB-GW otherwise this IE is not required. CCCH message size will be a restriction.
Observation 2: The solution risks disclosure of network topology and UE has never been disclosed the network topology till now. One such example where RAN3 request was rejected is to broadcast RNC-ID for ANR.
Observation 3: It is not possible to resolve U-RNTI collision if UE is connected to Hybrid access mode HNB as an open user. 
Observation 4: A separate capability for UEs supporting Cell Identity reporting in Cell Update message will be required. However, it is up to RANP to take the final decision.
Considering the UE complexity, CCCH message size, inability to resolve U-RNTI collision in all cases, and risk of disclosing network architecture we would like to propose that

Proposal: It is proposed to reply RAN3 that UE based solution shall not be considered.
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