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1
Introduction
R3-122088 [1] reports the outcome of the decisions taken in RAN#56 and RAN#57 with respect to introducing the support for Legacy UE RNC to HNB hand-in [2, 3] and it introduces a set of changes vs. Stage 2 and Stage 3 RAN3 Technical Specifications [4-6].
This discussion paper explains why there is no need for such changes and proposes an alternative way forward.
2
Discussion and proposal
The evolution of solution 1c of [7] described in R3-122088 [1] requires changes vs. TS 25.467, TS 25.413 and TS.469 [4-6], in particular:

· new functionalities in HNB and HNB-GW (PSC disambiguation and selection of likely HNB candidate);

· new information sent by HNB to HNB-GW during HNB Registration (Observed Time Difference);

· new signalling sent from RNC during relocation;
· a new procedure for Connected Mode Inbound Mobility for Legacy UEs;

· a new procedure for PSC Disambiguation.
1st observation: The new PSC Disambiguation procedure in [4, 6] has never been discussed before.

2nd observation: The impact of the changes required by [1] has not been analyzed in detail.
In [1] it is also stated that since “solution 2c [of [7]] may not be applicable when the OTD signature maintenance is not ensured”, and since “OTD signature maintenance requires some synchronization requirement” and “it is a common understanding that such requirement should be managed by implementation” consequently “it is proposed to keep the common consensus on solution 2c as an implementation choice”.

In fact both solutions 1c and 2c rely to an extent on limited drift in the period between the availability of OTD samples at the disambiguating node. In solution 2c, such refresh is inherent in outbound mobility. Conversely, solution 1c has no inherent mechanism to refresh the data; hence another procedure has been added to fix this issue. 
3rd observation: The solution proposed in [1, 4-6] needs similar synchronization requirement as for solution 2c [7] but additionally requires a new mechanism to refresh OTD data.
The arguments in [1] related to 2c would  imply that  we should always be looking for the solution that requires the most specification change, and ignore those that have less or no impact.   

Consequently, we do not understand why the solution proposed in [1, 4-6] should be standardized while solution 2c [7] should be left to implementation.

Considering the limited amount of time to conclude the study item in Rel-11, it is proposed the following:

Proposal: to capture in an informative annex in Stage 2 only a high level description of potential solutions for Legacy UE Hand-in support.
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