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Discussion and Decision
1. Introduction
RAN2#81 agreed Scenario 3 as:

Scenario #3 is the deployment scenario where only small cells on one or more carrier frequencies are connected via non-ideal backhaul. In Scenario #3, the following challenges are expected:
a)
Mobility robustness (not investigated in [TR36.839] and the problem of strong interference from macro on same carrier is not present);

b)
Difficult to improve system capacity by utilizing radio resources in more than one eNB (not clear whether this is in the scope of the SI);

c)
Increased signalling load (e.g., to CN) due to frequent handover;

d)
Difficult to improve per-user throughput by utilizing radio resources in more than one eNB (not clear whether this is in the scope of the SI);

e)
Network planning and configuration effort;

Editor’s note: All issues will be justified in the subsequent study.
This paper looks into different challenges for scenario 3 and proposes that signalling reduction towards the CN should be treated with priority over other challenges for scenario 3. 
2. Discussion
Since there is no macro coverage in scenario #3 deployments, it is safer to assume that dual connectivity involving simultaneous radio connection to macro cell and small cell does not apply to scenario #3 and this should be captured in the TR. 

Proposal 1: Dual connectivity whereby UE has simultaneous radio connection to macro cell and small cell does not apply to scenario #3.

Mobility robustness should not be addressed specifically to scenario#3 and any enhancements proposed for scenario 1 and 2 should be investigated further. Similar views were expressed during the email discussion. Further, we are not sure if challenge b) and d) are under the scope of SID as captured in RAN2#81. Challenge e) is related to network monitor mode of small cells in our opinion and any enhancements should be discussed separately. This leaves us with challenge c) for scenario #3. Further, it has been identified during Hetnet mobility study item that number of handovers is increased in small cells. We therefore propose that:
Proposal 2: Increased CN signaling load due to frequent handovers in scenario #3 shall be investigated further. Other challenges should be treated with low priority.
CN signaling load
Small cells may or may not have direct X2 interface in a cluster like deployment and handovers could be S1 based handovers. Every S1 based handover requires following messages exchanged with the Core network:
· S1: HO Required to MME
· S1: HO Request to another small cell
· S1: HO Request Ack from small cell to MME
· S1: HO Command from MME to small cell
· Handover Notify

· UE Context Release Command

· UE Context Release Complete

MME signaling load for every handover is to handle at least 7 messages and S-GW is required to switch the GTP tunnel from source small cell to target small cell. In case X2 interface exists between small cells, still MME signaling load for every X2 based handover is to handle 2 messages and this will also ensure that GTP tunnel is switched from source to target.
Observation 1: MME signaling load is to handle 7 messages per S1 handover and 2 messages per X2 handover in addition to switching the path. Due to small transmit power of small cells, increased number of handovers between small cells will create increased signaling load towards CN.

One such approach to reduce signaling towards core network could be to terminate handover related signaling in the small cell-GW. As described in the Figure 1 below, small cell-GW should be able to generate handover signaling related messages. 
There are few other procedures where some handling in the gateway becomes necessary if there is no signaling towards the CN during handovers. We looked at different procedures in TS36.413 and found that there should be mechanisms to at-least handle security context at handover, partial rejection of bearers, and handling of location information for UEs moving under small cells. 

[image: image1]
Figure 1.
In the absence of no signaling exchange with CN during or after handover, the security context is not updated between MME and small cell-GW after UE moves from one small cell to another small cell. We think that security context update can be relaxed for few hops and after few hops future handovers shall be terminated in the CN and so on. This does not bring any new requirement on the UEs and MME will assume UE has not moved further. There is a trade-off between number of hops without security and signaling towards the CN.
Observation 2: Handover signaling can be terminated in a gateway node resulting in no signaling towards the CN and no new impacts to UEs. Security should be studied further.

The scenario where target cell could not admit all the bearers from the source side and there is no signaling involved with the CN results in partial rejection at handover. In this case, gateway could inform the MME. Similarly, location information might need to be reported back to MME and in this case as well GW could inform MME. Further, data forwarding between source and target could take place via the gateway.
Observation 3: Handling of partial rejection and location information should be studied further.

We have provided our analysis for CN signaling due to frequent handovers and then how to minimize it by terminating the handover signaling in the gateway. We therefore propose that:
Proposal 3: RAN2 to study CN signaling reduction in scenario 3 and capture amount of signaling generated in case of S1 and X2 handover in the TR. It should further discuss security and partial rejection scenarios.
3. Conclusion

In this contribution, we discussed the challenging issues for scenario 3 and reached the following proposals and observations:
Proposal 1: Dual connectivity whereby UE has simultaneous radio connection to macro cell and small cell does not apply to scenario #3.
Proposal 2: Increased CN signaling load due to frequent handovers in scenario #3 shall be investigated further. Other challenges should be treated with low priority.
Observation 1: MME signaling load is to handle 7 messages per S1 handover and 2 messages per X2 handover. Due to small transmit power of small cells, increased number of handovers between small cells will create increased signaling load towards CN.

Observation 2: Handover signaling can be terminated in a gateway node resulting in no signaling towards the Core Network and no new impacts to UEs. Security should be studied further.

Observation 3: Handling of partial rejection and location information should be studied further.

Proposal 3: RAN2 to study CN signaling reduction in scenario 3 and capture amount of signaling generated in case of S1 and X2 handover in the TR. It should further discuss security and partial rejection scenarios.
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