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Discussion
1 Introduction
The last details of the Mobility Setting Change procedure were agreed at RAN3#66 in November 2009 [1]. As part of the solution it was defined that the requesting eNB signals proposal of the change, in the form of a delta of the HO trigger point, to the neighbour eNB [2]. The proposed change is meant to be applied at the receiver – the change at source may be signalled optionally in a separate IE. It has finally been agreed, that the delta is to be interpreted that “positive value means the HO is to happen later”.
The discussion left it unclear, however, if the proposal is to be made from the sender perspective, or the receiver perspective. For example, if the eNB1 wants to shrink its coverage by 1 dB, i.e. to move the cell border closer to own antenna, shall it propose to its neighbour -1 dB (sender’s perspective) or rather +1 dB (receiver’s perspective). This paper is to request clarification of understanding from RAN3.
2 Discussion

There are possibly two ways to interpret the delta value signalled in the eNB2 Proposed Mobility Parameters IE in the MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message:
1. As a change that the eNB1 would like to execute and requires eNB2’s assistance; or

2. As a change that eNB1 would like eNB2 to execute.

In the 1st case, the shift of the HO border is seen from eNB1’s perspective, i.e. a positive delta means that eNB1 proposes that it will execute HOs later. Consequently, the delta applied at eNB2 should be negative.

In the 2nd case, the eNB1 proposes a change to be applied directly in eNB2’s setting, i.e. a positive delta means the eNB2 is to execute the HO later.

The name of the IE hints the 2nd interpretation is correct. However, since it is not directly stated in the standards, RAN3 is requested to confirm this interpretation (or reject it, which would imply the 1st approach is correct).
3 Conclusions
Two possible interpretations of the eNB2 Proposed Mobility Parameters IE are discussed. RAN3 is requested to indicate which one is the correct one. This clarification is then proposed to be recorded in the report of the meeting.
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