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1 Introduction
This contribution revisits the issue of which mechanism to use for reading system information for inbound handover to HeNBs. 
2 Discussion
The attractiveness of the autonomous gaps scheme is based on the following assumptions:
· The System information could be acquired quickly (ideally the MIB and SIB1 could each be acquired in a single transmission, leading to gap of no more than 30 ms).
· The specification impact for the autonomous gaps approach is lower. This is based on the assumption that packet loss when the UE is trying to receive system information is acceptable.
RAN4 has sent a response LS to RAN2 (R2-096212) answering some questions that RAN2 asked RAN4 in R2-094096. The main aspects mentioned in the LS response are:

· Interference co-ordination can be used to minimize interference from macro cell to H(e)NB. 
· Uplink interference from HeNB UEs to macro cell is not a significant issue: uplink interference management techniques are available.

· RAN4 recommends design of inbound mobility procedures for LTE with the assumption that SI acquisition requires at least 4 MIB repetitions and 4 SIB1 repetitions. This is needed to ensure a robust system design and give the network flexibility on when to perform handover.
· RAN4 is somewhat uncertain if it is feasible to define minimum performance requirements for impact to communications with serving cell due to SI acquisition.

Note that if 3 MIB transmissions followed by 3 SIB transmissions are needed, the gap duration required is about 100 ms [2]. Correspondingly, if 4 MIB transmissions followed by 4 SIB1 transmissions are needed, the gap duration required is 140 ms [2]. 

In light of these, we consider the necessary behavior for autonomous gaps to enable an effective procedure for handover to HeNBs. 
· Mechanisms will be needed to minimize loss of packets due to UE’s acquisition of MIB/SIB1. At a minimum the serving eNB will need to have timing information of the target HeNB to avoid scheduling packets when the UE may be attempting SI acquisition [1]. Additional mechanisms may be needed to reschedule packets that would otherwise have occurred if UE had not attempted SI acquisition.
With scheduled gaps, the assumption is that the eNB does not schedule during a gap. Furthermore:

· Timing information is needed for the scheduled gaps approach also, in order to avoid lengthy gaps and significant interruptions. That is, short gaps need to be enabled.
With the above requirements on the autonomous and scheduled gaps it would seem that the difference between the two approaches is purely semantic. However, note the following:

· Behavior for handling measurement gaps and their interaction with uplink and downlink transmissions have been defined in Release 8 at the MAC layer. This can form a solid baseline for defining behavior with respect to gaps for SI acquisition.
· The autonomous gaps approach is likely to be more complex than the scheduled gaps approach (as all of the behavior needs to be newly introduced). 
Therefore we think RAN2 has only the following two realistic options:

· Autonomous gaps with timing information are used for SI acquisition, or

· Scheduled gaps with timing information (i.e. short gaps) are used for SI acquisition.

3 Conclusion
We have summarized relevant issues on autonomous and scheduled gaps. RAN2 is requested to discuss the options listed above and agree on one of the two approaches.
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