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1
Introduction

This document discusses common open issues as captured in BL CRs endorsed last meeting
2
Discussion

FFS 1)
Inclusion of source SeNB ID in the HANDOVER REQUEST message 

Already during the study phase we have discussed this topic and realised that the target MeNB is in the position to deduce the SeNB ID from the RRC container, but the slight preference for explicitly including the SeNB ID in the HO message stems from a protocol principle to allow the target MeNB identifying the SeNB (regarding the identification of the SeNB as an Radio Network Layer (RNL) level function) by means of information provided via RNL. Given that the slight preference for this topic wouldn’t change dramatically, we have been quite surprised that this topic wasn’t concluded last meeting already, but as the WI is supposed to close in December only, delay is of course not an issue yet.
Observation 1 Identifying the SeNB at the MeNB is an RNL level function and it seems natural to allow the MeNB to base this function upon RNL level information.
Proposal 1 Agree to include the SeNB ID within the HANDOVER REQUEST message.
FFS 2)
Inclusion of candidate cell list in the HANDOVER REQUEST message (resp whether SeNB acting as HeNB needs to be described)
This topic was discussed at various occasions during the study phase. However, this open issue was not captured in TR 36.875. While companies should be free to provide topics not acknowledged during the study phase also during the normative phase, we are wondering whether this discussion is really worth to continue in RAN3.
Allowing SeNBs to act as HeNBs is deemed to be only realistic under such assumption. Therefore PCI confusion shouldn’t happen at all and therefore there wouldn’t be any need to provide a “candidate cell list” to the target MeNB.

Given that this FFS is captured for the inter-MeNB HO w/o SeNB change scenario, we are also wondering why a candidate cell list should be provided, assuming that a decision is made to provide the SeNB ID to the target MeNB. Optimising the case where the target MeNB would select a different SeNB is at least not in the scope of this scenario.
Apart from that, we wouldn’t be aware of any further issue that would arise from allowing HeNBs to act as an SeNB. The aspect of membership verification for hybrid mode SeNBs are discussed and about to be specified in a separate place in stage 2/3. Also the supported scenarios are about to captured in stage 2, which is deemed to be sufficient and follows a modular approach for describing different aspects in stage 2.
Observation 2 PCI confusion shouldn’t happen in operator controlled deployments. Further, providing the requested information to the target MeNB supports optimising a case which is outside the scope of the HO scenario w/o SeNB change.
Proposal 2 Close discussion on the candidate cell list and do not describe the possibility of allowing hybrid mode HeNBs to act as an SeNB in the HO related subsections in stage 2.
FFS 3)
Inclusion of the source MeNB ID in the in the HANDOVER REQUEST and SENB ADDITION REQUEST messages
To our understanding, this topic is related to a topic which is outside the discussions on HO extensions for DC. We understand this topic to be only related to the topic on extending the eNB UE X2AP ID range.
Observation 3 The FFS on including the source MeNB ID is only related to the topic on extending the range of the eNB UE X2AP ID.
Proposal 3 Discuss the FFS on including the source MeNB ID along the topic on extending the range of the eNB UE X2AP ID.
FFS 4)
Description of direct data forwarding in case of bearer type change
With regards to bearer type change, TR 36.875 states in a NOTE:
NOTE:
Bearer type change during inter-MeNB handover w/o SeNB Change is supported as long as the general restrictions specified in TS 36.300 §7.6 are observed.

While this information is good to have in a TR, we think it would be superfluous to include such a node in a normative TS.

Looking at the endorsed stage 2 CRs for both options, data forwarding is described for both bearer types. We are of the opinion that information available already in TS 36.300 §7.6 together with the proposed NOTES should be sufficient, as any result of a bearer type change should be already sufficiently described in TS 36.300. A bearer type change which results in an MCG bearer shouldn’t represent any new situation which would necessitate explicit description in the new HO chapters.

Observation 4 According to the current status of BL stage 2 CRs direct data forwarding in case of bearer type change is already sufficiently captured in stage 2.
Proposal 4 Do not explicitly describe direct data forwarding in case of bearer type change in stage 2.
3
Conclusion
This paper discussed the common open issues on HO enhancements for DC and made. The following observations were made
Observation 1
Identifying the SeNB at the MeNB is an RNL level function and it seems natural to allow the MeNB to base this function upon RNL level information.
Observation 2
PCI confusion shouldn’t happen in operator controlled deployments. Further, providing the requested information to the target MeNB supports optimising a case which is outside the scope of the HO scenario w/o SeNB change.
Observation 3
The FFS on including the source MeNB ID is only related to the topic on extending the range of the eNB UE X2AP ID.
Observation 4
According to the current status of BL stage 2 CRs direct data forwarding in case of bearer type change is already sufficiently captured in stage 2.


We therefore propose:

Proposal 1
Agree to include the SeNB ID within the HANDOVER REQUEST message.
Proposal 2
Close discussion on the candidate cell list and do not describe the possibility of allowing hybrid mode HeNBs to act as an SeNB in the HO related subsections in stage 2.
Proposal 3
Discuss the FFS on including the source MeNB ID along the topic on extending the range of the eNB UE X2AP ID.
Proposal 4
Do not explicitly describe direct data forwarding in case of bearer type change in stage 2.
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