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1. Background
In RAN3#79 meeting, a CR about correction on MRO procedures is agreed [1]. In this CR, it is clarified that Radio Link Failure Indication message and Handover Report message could be transferred between two eNBs even the two eNBs are not controlling neighbor cells.

However, we think there maybe some inconsistencies between the agreed CR and the description on X2 SETUP procedure in current spec. In this contribution, we make some analysis and propose RAN3 to discuss whether X2AP messages could be transferred between two eNBs which are not controlling neighbour cells.  
2. Discussion
In the reason for change part of this CR[1], there are following descriptions:

In cases of RLF Report signalling after reconnection from Idle the RLF INDICATION message is sent between eNBs controlling cells that are not necessarily neighbours.

In Inter RAT Ping Pong detection the HANDOVER REPORT message is sent between eNBs controlling cells that are not necessarily neighbours. 

Hence, restrictions on sending the RLF INDICATION and HANDOVER REPORT between eNBs controlling neighbour cells have been removed.

With the introduction of inter-RAT MRO, it may happen that the RLF eNB and the eNB which drives the RLF report are not neighbours. Similarly, for inter-RAT pingpong detection, the eNB which detects the possible existing inter-RAT pingpong may be not the neighbor of the eNB which has configured improper handover parameters. So, it is not wrong that the cells involved in MRO procedures may be not neighbours in Rel-11. However, by removing the restriction as the CR does, it implies that even two eNBs are not controlling neighbour cells(i.e., any cells in one eNB are not neighbouring cells of the other eNB), RLF INDICATION and HANDOVER REPORT message could be transferred between them via X2 interface.

In 36.423, about the X2 setup procedure, there is following statement in 9.1.2:

 9.1.2.3       X2 SETUP REQUEST

This message is sent by an eNB to a neighbouring eNB to transfer the initialization information for a TNL association.

Direction: eNB1  eNB2.

9.1.2.4       X2 SETUP RESPONSE

This message is sent by an eNB to a neighbouring eNB to transfer the initialization information for a TNL association.

Direction: eNB2  eNB1.

Similar statement can also be found in TS36.300 section 20.2:

The X2 control plane interface (X2-CP) is defined between two neighbour eNBs.
It could be seen from current specs that X2 interface could only be setup between two neighbouring eNBs, i.e.all of the X2AP messages could only be transferred between neighboring eNBs. 
For the word neighbouring eNBs,there maybe two possible understandings:

1) Neighbouring eNBs means eNBs are in neighborhood and it is possible that any cells in one eNB are not neighbouring cells of its neighbouring eNB.  
In this case, X2AP could be transferred between two eNBs that are not controlling any neighbour cells, so the correction on MRO procedure in [1] is needed. However, there is another question that needs to be clarified: Why would X2 interface be setup between two eNBs, if the two nodes are not controlling neighbour cells?
2) Neighbouring eNBs means that eNBs controlling neighbor cells. 
In this case, if two eNBs are not controlling neighbor cells, all X2AP messages including RLF INDICATION and HANDOVER REPORT could not be transferred via X2 interface.Therefore, the rationale of using the relevant X2AP procedures in the agreed CR in [1] is not consistent with the definition of X2 interface.
With these analysis, we propose RAN3 to discuss the following questions and have a conclusion on them:

Proposal1: It is proposed for RAN3 to discuss whether X2AP could be transferred between eNBs which are not controlling neighbor cells.
Proposal2: If RAN3 agrees that X2AP could be transferred between two eNBs not controlling any neighbor cells, it is proposed to clarify why X2 interface would be setup between them in this case. On the contratry,if RAN3 agrees that X2AP could only be transferred between two eNBs controlling neighbour cells, it is proposed to revert the agreed CR[1].
3. Proposal
According to above analysis, we have the following proposals: 
Proposal1: It is proposed for RAN3 to discuss whether X2AP could be transferred between eNBs which are not controlling neighbor cells.
Proposal2: If  RAN3 agrees that X2AP could be transferred between two eNBs not controlling any neighbor cells, it is proposed to clarify why X2 interface would be setup between them in this case. On the contratry,if RAN3 agrees that X2AP could only be transferred between two eNBs controlling neighbour cells, it is proposed to revert the agreed CR[1].
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