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1
Introduction

This contribution tries to solve the open issues captured last meeting within the agreed signalling flows and proposes a respective update of the “running stage 2 CR” [1].
2
Discussion
2.1
“Is there a need for the SeNB to finally confirm that the UE has taken the SeNB configuration into use“

There are two aspects in this discussion. 

First, from a MeNB point of view, as the MeNB holds the RRC signalling connection towards the UE and the UE is able to communicate to the MeNB about possible problems with the usage of admitted SeNB resources, there would not be a need to inform the MeNB about e.g. failed synchronisation, because the UE would report this problem in any case.

Second, there were discussions about the fact that a Path Update could be performed unnecessarily, if problems on the UE side were detected on after the Path Update procedure has been performed already.
This is also related to the second FFS “The trigger for the path update procedure and how to capture it in stage 2 is still FFS”.

Our proposal is to introduce yet another class 2 procedure “SeNB Reconfiguration Confirm”, which is only sent in case the UE radio configuration has been such that the MeNB would need a trigger for the path update procedure. This case is very well distinguishable by the SeNB as respective signalling has taken place between the MeNB and the SeNB.

Proposal 1:
Solve the FFSs in Editor’s Notes 1 and 2 captured in the SeNB Addition chapter by introducing a new class 2 procedure which triggers MeNB to perform the path update procedure towards the EPC.

2.2
SeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure: “Whether steps 2 and 3 are needed for a different purposes than providing data forwarding is FFS. It is also FFS whether this needs to be captured in this chapter.”

As the SeNB initiated modification procedure, as shown in Figure 10.1.x.2.2-2 is already ongoing, we would find it hard to understand how any other usage of MeNB initiated modification procedure would work. We think that it would be a reasonable principle to not allow two modification procedures, one SeNB, one MeNB initiated, to run in parallel. Therefore we conclude, that steps 2 and 3 are really just for the establishment of forwarding tunnels.

Proposal 2:
Close the FFS in the first Editor’s Note captured in the SeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure and conclude that the MeNB initiated SeNB modification procedure triggered in steps 2 and 3 shall only be allowed to establish forwarding tunnels.
2.3
MeNB initiated SeNB Release procedure: “Whether the message SeNB Release Request shall be acknowledged by the SeNB is still FFS.”

When looking at the potential tasks such an acknowledgment would have, one can see that the MeNB would not trigger any subsequent action differently than without an acknowledgment. There is also no reason why the SeNB would need to get the possibility to reject the procedure (this principle has been also confirmed from RAN2 point of view). We therefore think that an acknowledgment is not needed.

Proposal 3:
Close the FFS in the Editor’s Note 2 captured in the MeNB initiated SeNB Release and conclude that no acknowledgment for this procedure is needed.
2.4
MeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure: Shall this be specified as a class 1 procedure or several class 2 procedures?
As discussed last meetings, we argued in favour of a class 1 procedure simply because we have the opportunity to do so. This opportunity is not given for the MeNB initiated Addition/Modification, because basically 3 X2AP messages are involved, for which no procedure class exists yet in X2AP (and we don’t propose to change this either). 

If 2 class 2 procedures would be specified we could reuse the SeNB Reconfiguration Complete procedure, but would anyhow need to introduce a new class 2 procedure. So, from a procedural logic and a specification point of view, we wouldn’t see too much difference.

However, the advantage of tying 2 message into one class 1 procedure should be always the preferred option. The resulting procedural logic is simply easier to handle.

Proposal 4:
Close the FFS in the Editor’s Note in section 20.2.2.x4 and agree that the SeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure remains a class 1 procedure.
3
Proposal
Proposal 1:
Solve the FFSs in Editor’s Notes 1 and 2 captured in the SeNB Addition chapter by introducing a new class 2 procedure which triggers MeNB to perform the path update procedure towards the EPC.

Proposal 2:
Close the FFS in the first Editor’s Note captured in the SeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure and conclude that the MeNB initiated SeNB modification procedure triggered in steps 2 and 3 shall only be allowed to establish forwarding tunnels.
Proposal 3:
Close the FFS in the Editor’s Note 2 captured in the MeNB initiated SeNB Release and conclude that no acknowledgment for this procedure is needed.
Proposal 4:
Close the FFS in the Editor’s Note in section 20.2.2.x4 and agree that the SeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure remains a class 1 procedure.
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