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1.
Introduction
In last meeting, quite a good progress was achieved for supporting optimized inter-MeNB handover from the stage 2 high level procedure point of view. However, there are still several issues to solve especially for stage 3. This paper is prepared to further investigate them and our views are also given accordingly. 
2.
Discussion
The following section will investigate the open issues of inter-MeNB handover, which are listed as follows:
1.) Whether SeNB Addition Request is rejected when the information provided by target MeNB does not match the existing UE context (e.g. X2AP ID, SCG configuration) or an indicator as the UE context kept in SeNB is introduced in SeNB Addition Request Acknowledge is FFS.
2.) Whether the source SeNB ID should be provided to target MeNB in Handover Request message
3.) Data forwarding in case of bearer type change e.g. whether addition text is needed
2.1. Whether SeNB Addition Request is rejected when the information provided by target MeNB does not match the existing UE context (e.g. X2AP ID, SCG configuration) or an indicator as the UE context kept in SeNB is introduced in SeNB Addition Request Acknowledge is FFS
According to the email discussion, the issue above can be decomposed into three issues given as follows: 

A.) When SeNB cannot match existing UE context using SeNB UE X2AP ID, how to do? 
B.)  When SeNB recognizes SCG-configuration change, how to do? 
C.)  Whether a new indicator as the UE context kept in SeNB is introduced in SeNB Addition Request Acknowledge? 
For issue A), there are two ways to handle as mentioned during email discussion: 
a) SeNB should reject SeNB Addition Request from the target MeNB, or

b) SeNB is allowed to create a new UE context, or

c) Both a) and b) should be allowed
Our understanding is that it is better not to limit the choices of implementation, i.e., giving more freedom for SeNB, considering the legacy Rel-12 SeNB, which cannot understand the new IE and may take the action of b). Therefore, allowing both a) and b) for this situation is preferred. 
For issue B), there are several ways to handle as mentioned during email discussion: 

a) SeNB should reject SeNB Addition Request from the target MeNB, or

b) SeNB is allowed to create a new UE context, or

c) SeNB is allowed to modify the existing UE context, or

d) all options above should be possible.

Solution a) should be allowed as it is generally allowed that SeNB can reject some excessive request from other node or SeNB’s load status is getting higher. For example, target MeNB may aggressively change all the MCG bearers into SCG bearers, while SeNB cannot even accept the original SCG bearers based on its current load status. 
Solution c) may be the generic way for SeNB to do if we consider the delta configuration scheme. However, solution b) cannot be excluded from the potential implementation ways. So it is better to allow all the solutions above. 

Based on the analysis for issue A) and B), for issue C) it is beneficial to have an explicit indicator included in the SeNB Addition Request Acknowledge message for target MeNB to understand the situation. The indicator can also have the role of reminding target MeNB whether to include the context kept indicator in the Handover Request Acknowledge message or not. On the other hand, we have to note that it was agreed not to rely on instance of other interfaces  last meeting, based on which the current baseline CRs for stage 2/3 were endorsed. It is better to keep the same principle. 
Based on the analysis, the following proposal is suggested

Proposal 1): A new indicator as the UE context kept in SeNB should be introduced in the SeNB Addition Request Acknowledge message. 
2.2 Whether the source SeNB ID should be provided to target MeNB in Handover Request message
According to the online/offline discussion in the past two meetings, majority of companies prefer to include the SeNB ID in the Handover Request message, which is also our preference. The following reasons can be referred to again. 
The motivation of including source SeNB ID is to assist the target MeNB to find the potential SeNB directly, which is supposed to be kept. Even though there are some concerns that target MeNB can get to know the information by decoding the RRC container. However, the PCI confliction problem has to be taken into consideration. It could be a big burden for target MeNB to handle all the issues such as bearer type decoding, measurement reports handling, Frequency and PCI mapping. On the other hand, clear X2 interface based information such as source SeNB ID would be very helpful for target MeNB, which can identify directly which SeNB is potentially to be kept. 
Based on the analysis, the following proposal is suggested

Proposal 2): The source SeNB ID should be provided to target MeNB in Handover Request message.
2.3 Direct Data Forwarding
This issue was from bearer type change, for example from MCG bearer to SCG bearer or from SCG bearer to MCG bearer in all the scenarios agreed for Rel-13. 
Basically, stage 3 change is not needed if we check the IEs for data forwarding: 

9.2.1 GTP Tunnel Endpoint
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Transport Layer Address
	M
	
	BIT STRING (1..160, ...)
	For details on the Transport Layer Address, see TS 36.424 [8], TS 36.414 [19]
	–
	–

	GTP TEID
	M
	
	OCTET STRING (4)
	For details and range, see TS 29.281 [26]
	–
	–


If target MeNB has the decision of bearer type change, it can add the Transport Layer Address of itself and / or forward the one received from SeNB to source MeNB. Then source MeNB can just forward it to SeNB, which will do the data forwarding based on the Transport Layer Address and GTP TEID. So it is not needed for stage 3 change. 
For stage 2, it is helpful to describe the different scenarios in the procedures.  
Based on the analysis above, the following proposal is suggested
Proposal 3): For direct data forwarding, stage 2 description is helpful while stage 3 is not needed. 

3. Conclusions
This paper investigated the open issues for inter-MeNB handover. The following proposals are suggested to RAN3: 
Proposal 1): A new indicator as the UE context kept in SeNB should be introduced in the SeNB Addition Request Acknowledge message.
Proposal 2): The source SeNB ID should be provided to target MeNB in Handover Request message.
Proposal 3): For direct data forwarding, stage 2 description is helpful while stage 3 is not needed.
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