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1 Introduction
In R3-130449/R2-130759 [1] RAN2 replied to R3-121467/R2-123215 [2] providing some interesting feedback on a solution for Femto to Femto and Femto to Macro CELL_FACH and URA_PCH mobility. This document analyzes the feedback provided by RAN2 and draws some conclusions.
2 Reply by RAN2 and impacts on Solution 2b of [3]
As reported in TR 37.803[3], different solutions were proposed for supporting CELL_FACH, CELL_PCH and URA_PCH (see subclause 6.1.1 of [3] for more details). In particular, as reported in subclause 7.1 of the same document, it has been recommended to consider two solutions for further specification work: Solution 1e (based on an HNB-GW centric management of the S-RNTI prefixes) and Solution 2b (based on the UE provisioning – via the CELL UPDATE message or via the URA UPDATE message – the Cell Identity of the source cell to the target node)

Triggered by a request for clarification regarding the feasibility of Solution 2b [2], RAN2 replied in [1] and their answer can be summarized as follows:

1) Due to size limitation, including the 28 bit long Cell Identity in the CELL UPDATE message is only possible if both UE and network support the common E-DCH (Enhanced Dedicated Channel).

2) The size limitation as reported in 1) does not apply to the URA UPDATE message.

3) In case of URA PCH mobility, it remains to be clarified if the reported Source Cell Identity is (a) the ID of the last cell selected before sending the URA UPDATE message or (b) the ID of the first selected cell after the UE entered the URA area.

4) Some indication to the UE (e.g., via SIB) is necessary for the UE to determine when such Cell Identity needs to be included in the CELL/URA UPDATE message 

Among the points described above, the one affecting the most the feasibility of Solution 2b is bullet 1): unless feasible mechanisms for transferring the Cell Identity in the CELL UPDATE by using fewer bits are provided, if the UE, or the network, or both do not support the common E-DCH, HNB-to-HNB and HNB-to-RNC CELL_FACH mobility would simply not be supported by Solution 2b [3].
3 Conclusion and proposals
Due to the CELL UPDATE message size limitation and the resulting restriction on feasibility of Solution 2b, the following is proposed:

Proposal: Solution 2b of [3] should not be agreed.
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