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Introduction
At RAN3 #81, the Mobility Settings Change interpretation is described in TP [1]. In this paper, some modifications are added.
Text proposal
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[bookmark: _Toc357675505]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:
· Clarify that the negotiation is for the least sensitive UE (typically legacy UEs). 
· Clarify that the negotiation is for the most sensitive UEs.
The clarification can be added as a specification or as an information element in the Mobility Setting Change procedure. The clarification can further include the group id or the attribute information of the most sensitive UEs.
Alternatively, 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.
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