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1. Overall Description:

GERAN2 would like to thank RAN2 for their LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking (R2-081363).

GERAN2 noticed that RAN2:

· asks GERAN to take into account RAN2's preference for using the same neighbour cell list approach for GERAN to E-UTRAN mobility as used for mobility within E-UTRAN (as well as mobility from UTRAN to E-UTRAN);

· welcomes further feedback if there are any GERAN specific reasons why the same approach can not be adopted within GERAN.

At GERAN#37 GERAN provided a reply LS in GP-080395 addressing among other issues the Neighbour Cell List (NCL) description and highlighting that the study on the selection of a white list or black list approach is ongoing in GERAN.
GERAN2#37bis discussed these issues further in G2-080134, G2-080147 and G2-080178. GERAN2 is able to conclude on the following points. It should however be noted that the final decision will be made by TSG GERAN.
Black list approach:
· Pros:
· the O&M effort in GERAN to configure E-UTRAN cell mapping information  will be simplified compared to the white list approach when NC2 or PS Handover are not implemented, e.g. when an E-UTRAN cell is added or needs to undergo maintenance;
· the black list approach is used for mobility within E-UTRAN as well as mobility from UTRAN to E-UTRAN;

· the black list approach has some advantages for mobile controlled autonomous cell reselection in terms of system information acquisition in packet idle mode.
· Cons:
· the blacklist approach requires changes to the measurement reporting messages and may limit the number of cells that can be reported based on the existing procedure; 
· network controlled cell reselection with the black list approach precludes the possibility to prioritise E-UTRAN cells and to provide neighbour cell specific information such as measurement parameters.
· if NC2 or PS Handover are implemented, the O&M effort to configure cell mapping information in GERAN is of the same order as for the white list approach.
White list approach:
· Pros:

· even though the white list approach requires changes to the measurement reporting due to an increase in the bitmap size to report on E-UTRAN cells (in multimode GERAN/UTRAN/E-UTRAN networks), nevertheless the changes are minor compared to the ones required for the black list approach;
· if PS Handover is supported there is a need to configure cell mapping information in the network in any case.
· Cons:

· the white list approach will generate more (P)SI information but the standard supports the required increase;

· the whitelist approach would increase the time needed to acquire the (P)SI information;
· the white list approach implies impacts to (P)BCCH messages scheduling and mapping, leading to a significant increase in (P)BCCH bandwidth consumption and paging capacity reduction in case BCCH Ext is needed to broadcast the increased P(SI) information in the deployed networks. In the worst case scenario BCCH should be mapped on other timeslots besides TN0, i.e. TN 2, 4, 6. That would reduce traffic capacity as well, increasing blocking rate in the current cells, not to mention that it is expected no mobile station on the market has ever been tested versus networks with BCCH mapped on multiple timeslots, even though that is allowed by the standard.
Independent issues regardless of the white list or black list approach:
· country border areas cell search and monitoring imply comparable impacts between the whitelist and the blacklist approach. For the white list approach it should be guaranteed in country area borders that two cells with the same E-UTRAN centre frequency do not share the same Physical Layer Cell ID. For the black list approach, in case the same E-UTRAN centre frequency is used in country area borders, any new cell in one area should be blacklisted in the other area.
· a GERAN macrocell would not need to broadcast information relevant to either whitelisted or blacklisted CSG cells;

· for a number of E-UTRAN neighbour cells up to 16 and for 1 E-UTRAN centre frequency the differences between the white list and black list approach in BCCH space requirements are limited.

No GERAN2 related specific reason has been seen so far whereby the black list approach cannot be adopted in GERAN as well. Most of the operators in GERAN2 have stated their position in favour of the black list approach. Many manufacturers in GERAN2 have expressed their position in favour of the black list approach.
2. Actions:

To RAN WG2
ACTION: 
GERAN WG2 kindly asks RAN WG2 to consider the information above before a final decision is made at the next GERAN meeting and made available to RAN WG2.

To GERAN, GERAN WG1
ACTION: 
GERAN WG2 kindly asks GERAN and GERAN WG1 to consider the information above and make a final decision on the issue at the next GERAN meeting.
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