3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #83-bis
R3-140606
San Jose del Cabo, Mexico, 31 Mar - 4 Apr 2014
Agenda item:

10.1
Source:
NSN
Title:
Finalization of the study on SON for UE types
Document for:

Discussion
1 Introduction
At RAN3 #83 the conclusions from the SON SI, on the topic of SON for UE types, have been formulated and captured in the TR [1]. The conclusions concern all the main topics and therefore the technical work on this part can be considered closed. However, the TR still has some gaps that require filling before the SI can officially be declared completed. In this paper we focus on these gaps and propose text to capture common understanding that enabled RAN3 to agree on the conclusions.
2 Discussion

SON for UE types addressed two problems:
1. Ping-pong event

2. Mobility Settings Change interpretation
The first one has been studied profoundly, a list of solutions collected and they have been evaluated. Eventually, two were eliminated, while the impacts of selecting any of the remaining are listed in the conclusions.

The second problem has been discussed as depending on the first one: some solutions for the ping-pong problem were based on enhancements to the MSC procedure and these enhancements might possibly be considered as clarification of the usage of the procedure. Therefore, if one of them is selected, it could be considered as a solution to the interpretation problem. 
The other solution, assumes the interpretation of the MSC procedure should either be signalled or pre-defined. The first approach is flexible, but requires new signalling, while the other may be incompatible with existing implementations that do not follow the interpretation that is proposed to be defined. This difference can be captured as the evaluation of the standardisation and implementation impact of the identified solutions (according to the criteria defined for the ping-pong problem), as proposed below.
3 Text proposal
The text below is proposed to be added to the TR [1]:

	*** First change ***


4.1.2
Mobility Settings Change interpretation

Problem description:

The way the Mobility Setting Change procedure is defined allows for very different implementations, also such that may reduce the available range for the negotiation. To depict it, the following example may be considered: 

There are two eNBs, eNB A, whose vendor considers the procedure as "advisory" and relies on its implementation, and eNB B where the procedure is considered binding and where the mobility decisions are made according to the agreed mobility settings. If the two eNBs are to negotiate the mobility setting, the eNB A may propose rather big changes, assuming that if there is a UE that can not handle such a big extensions, the mobility implementation will hand over the UE sooner. Despite the fact that the specifications do not mandate to apply the negotiated handover to all UEs, the eNB B may reject such a request because some UEs (e.g. legacy UEs) may not be able to handle it. And since the standard states that eNB A should consider the response before executing the planned change, the available range for the load balancing may be reduced.

Solutions:

The problem can be solved in different ways:

1.
A clarification can be added as a specification or as an information element in the Mobility Setting Change procedure.

a.
Clarify that the negotiation is for the least sensitive UE (typically legacy UEs). 

b.
Clarify that the negotiation is for the most sensitive UEs.

2.
A solution that enables the Mobility Setting Change to be applied to a selected group of UEs (as discussed for the ping-pong problem) can also help to limit the ambiguity of the procedure.

3.
The problem may be considered as irrelevant, because the ambiguity was present in the procedure since the Rel.9, when it was first specified. Then, the handover trigger points established via Mobility Setting Change procedures should be interpreted as a recommendation that, whenever possible, the negotiated handover trigger point shall be respected. This trigger point represents then the outmost handover point from a source cell to a target cell. Namely, UEs can be handed over to the target cell at or before this trigger point. The handover trigger point negotiated via Mobility Setting Change should be applied whenever possible, depending on UE conditions and implementation.

Evaluation:

All the solutions address the interpretation problem appropriately. The evaluation of the above solutions is proposed to be based on:

Standardisation and implementation effort: the point here is to analyse implementation impact, for example what signalling procedures may be affected and at what extent.

The evaluation of the solutions is summarised in the Table 4.1.2-X.
Table 4.1.2-X: Evaluation of the solutions for the interpretation problem
	
	Standardisation and implementation effort

	1
	New signalling is needed inform about the interpretation of given Mobility Change request.

	2
	See the standardisation and implementation impact of solutions 2c and 3a in Table 4.1.1-1.

	3
	Existing implementations that are not aligned with the assumed interpretation may become non-compliant.


	*** Remaining text not changed ***
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