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1. Introduction

In a RAN3 #74 e-mail discussion on legacy UE Macro ( HNB hand-in [1], a series of main topics were discussed 
· [General]: Clarifying the problem to resolve
a. PSC Confusion

b. Hand-overs towards Closed-Access HNBs

c. Inter-HNB handovers

· [Option-1] : HNB-GW disambiguation (options 1a, 1b, 1c)

a. UL sensing as an alternative/enhancements (1b, 1c)

b. RNC OAM configuration

c. Handover Statistics
d. HNBs subsystem deployment

e. Performance (delay, compressed mode, signaling)

· [Option-2] : SRNC disambiguation (options 2a, 2b)

a. How it works?
b. What impact it has on nodes and interfaces?
In this discussion, we focus on [Option-2]. For discussion on addressing [General] and [Option-1], refer to [2]
2. Discussion
2.1. Requirements
In [1], a set of requirements is mentioned for speed and periodicity of neighbour HNB information acquisition at SRNC, yet these requirements are never clarified.
Option 2a (disambiguation assisted by Rel-9 SI-reading UEs):
a. An operator needs to consider whether sufficiently many Rel-9 UEs are available in the network to sustain solution 2a.

b. In our understanding, even if HNB reboots are not accounted for, a network deployment would need to pretty much guarantee that each HNB is visited by a Rel-9 SI-Reading UE every couple of hours.

We note that (b) above is not guaranteed even if all UEs were of the Rel-9 SI-Reading variety (e.g. HNBs in an enterprise outside of office ours, HNBs in a house with a garden, etc).
Observation 1: The requirements for Option 2a appear more stringent than the requirements for deploying the Rel-9 active hand-in feature.
Furthermore, collection of inter-frequency OTD signatures by Rel-9 UEs would require periodic configuration of compressed mode (for discovering inter-frequency HNBs), followed by packet drops during ~ 2 seconds (for SI Reading) [3].
Not only would such an approach impact cell capacity (due to compressed mode) [5], but it would also impact user experience (due to packet drops) [3].

Observation 2: Option 2a requirements for supporting hand-on to inter-frequency HNBs adversely impact cell capacity and user experience.

As an alternative to (OTD collection by Rel-9 UEs, it is offered in Q2b.2 of the e-mail discussion [1] that “PSC Fingerprinting” be used by legacy UEs. No evidence exists that “PSC fingerprinting” meets accuracy and confidence required to identify HNBs to any degree of certainty.
Observation 3: UEs not supporting the Rel-9 SI Acquisition method cannot be used to accurately and reliably collect (OTD signatures.

In light of the above observations, Option 2a appears entirely unsuitable to address Macro ( HNB legacy hand-in.
Proposal 4: RAN3 shall not consider Option 2a, since its requirements make it unsuitable to address Macro ( HNB legacy hand-in.

Option 2b (Disambiguatuion assisted by HNB-supplied information)
In Tables 1 and 2 in the e-mail discussion TP [1], Option 2b appears to makes use of:

· Source Cell Identity

· Target PSC

· Other cell PSC

· Other cell RSCP.
It is unclear if option 2b makes use of OTD:
· Table 1 explicitly writes “No” in column 2b
· In Table 2, “HNB timing information” is mentioned as transferred between HNB-GW and RNC.
· Note 6/Table 2, column 2b is very confusing: implies no OTD use, yet mentions Option 2a were OTD is used
Proposal 5: Proponents of solution 2b shall clarify the use of disambiguation parameters.
2.2. Impacts on nodes and interfaces

Per Proposal 5, further clarification is needed to understand how Option 2b operates. Table 2 documents Iur between HNB-GW and RNC to transfer “HNB timing information”.

Given the DRNC concept, and assuming that “HNB timing information” is needed for disambiguation at the SRNC, how will “HNB timing information” be propagated to Iur-connected RNCs beyond the immediate vicinity of a HNB? Such propagation is needed, since the SRNC role can be played by any such RNCs.
Observation 6: Further clarification is needed on the Iur impact of Option 2b.
3
Conclusion
The following observations and proposals were made:
Observation 1: The requirements for Option 2a appear more stringent than the requirements for deploying the Rel-9 active hand-in feature.
Observation 2: Option 2a requirements for supporting hand-on to inter-frequency HNBs adversely impact cell capacity and user experience.

Observation 3: UEs not supporting the Rel-9 SI Acquisition method cannot be used to accurately and reliably collect (OTD signatures.

Proposal 4: RAN3 shall not consider Option 2a, since its requirements make it unsuitable to address Macro ( HNB legacy hand-in.

Proposal 5: Proponents of solution 2b shall clarify the use of disambiguation parameters.
Observation 6: Further clarification is needed on the Iur impact of Option 2b.
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