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1 Introduction
At RAN3#83 discussion took place as part of the ongoing Work Item on Small Cell Enhancements around the SeNB addition procedure in order to decide which Path Switch procedure it should use between:

· Option 1: enhancing the existing LTE Path Switch Request procedure,

· Option 2: introducing a new procedure similar to the LTE Path Switch Request procedure but dedicated to dual connectivity  

This paper compares the two approaches and concludes.
2 Description

The first observation is that the existing Path Switch Request procedure cannot be reused as such.

According to TS36413, all ERABs must be included in the Path Switch Request message, otherwise the non-included E-RABs would be considered as implicitly failed. 
If the ‎E-RAB To Be Switched in Downlink List IE in the PATH SWITCH REQUEST message does not include all E-RABs previously included in the UE Context, the MME shall consider the non included E-RABs as implicitly released by the eNB.

Therefore if the eNB would include only the offloaded ERAB, all other ERABs connected to the MeNB would be dropped.

eNB should therefore include in the message the ERABs  remaining on MeNB side with an unchanged transport layer address plus the offloaded ERAB including a transport layer address on SeNB.
Looking at the Path Switch Request message each ERAB has an independent transport layer address and GTP-TEID and therefore the transport layer address can actually be different from one ERAB to the other:
	>E-RABs Switched in Downlink Item IEs
	
	1 .. <maxnoofE-RABs>
	
	
	EACH
	reject

	>>E-RAB ID 
	M
	
	9.2.1.2
	
	-
	

	>>Transport Layer address
	M
	
	9.2.2.1
	
	-
	

	>>GTP-TEID
	M
	
	9.2.2.2
	To deliver DL PDUs.
	-
	


However the MME is still impacted by the fact that the MME receives the Path Switch Request from the MeNB and could not differentiate from a normal handover. 
In order for the MME to differentiate a new IE is simply needed in the message.

The comparison boils down to adding one additional IE in the existing message compared to using a new procedure code.
From an implementation perspective the option 1 impacts the existing handover procedure because the MME needs to determine for each handover if it is a SeNB addition or an handover. It also brings more complexity to the SeNB addition procedure by forcing the decoding and interpretation of useless IEs which are not needed.
Overall it is simpler to select option 2 for which the new IE is the procedure code which can be interpreted immediately and handled accordingly. Option 2 additionally offers the advantage to only include the bearer(s) to be offloaded in the message.
3 Conclusion and Proposal
This paper has analysed the two possible options for the path switch procedure of dual connectivity and proposes to select option 2 i.e. introduce a new procedure for the path switch of bearers offloaded during dual connectivity.

The new procedure will still be similar to the existing LTE Path Switch Request procedure but simpler.

If RAN3 agrees with this proposal, tdoc R3-140775 provides a detailed description of this new procedure together with its impact on the system.



















