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1. Introduction
In RAN3 #83bis meeting, for the MLB use case on the RAN sharing, RAN3 had got consensus that the Resource Status Update message should be enhanced per-PLMN basis, however, for the Mobility Setting Change procedure, there were different viewpoints and no conclusion could be reached. 
This contribution makes analysis on the mobility parameter negotiation in the RAN sharing scenario, and then provides proposals for discussion and decision in RAN3.
2. Discussion
2.1. MLB between shared cells
In a shared cell, when the resource usage reaches the upper limit of one Participating Operator, MLB operation may be triggered. However, when making handover decision in the high load cell, several aspects need to be considered, not only the PLMN/Operator which the involved UEs are belonging to, also the radio condition, and the QoS of these UEs.

In MLB operation, taking into account both the effect of offloading and the QoS maintainence, the highly loaded eNB should select the UEs suitable for offloading to execute handover.  The UEs suitable for offloading are referring to those which QoS aren’t degraded after handover, and which service traffic contribute notably to the load in the overloaded cell. 
If offload was done only on the PLMN basis, the outcome of load optimisation might not be good. For example, illustrated in the figure below, cell 1 and cell 2 are shared by Operator A and Operator B. In cell 1 the load of Operator A reaches high level, however, majority of Operator A’s UEs are located in the central area of the cell, and very few UEs reside at the cell edge.  In this case, only transferring Operator A’s UE on the border based on mobility trigger negotiation of PLMN_A could not effectively alleviate the high load of this operator.
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Observation:  mobility negotiation on the PLMN basis might not be appropriate for the load optimisation purpose in RAN sharing scenario.

Another alternative may be considered for load balancing in a shared cell, e.g. the resource pre-allocated to Operator B could be ‘lent to’ Operator A if there is enough resource within the Operator B, or the eNB controlling the highly loaded cell could hand off suitable operator B’s UEs to reclaim more resources and then re-schedule the resources to Operator A’s UEs if resource of Operator B is limited. 

The potential load balancing operation is as follows,

· Cell 1 and cell 2 negotiate the adaptive handover trigger using existing MSC procedure without differentiating PLMN;

· and then both Operators A’s and Operator B’s UEs at the cell edge might be transferred to the neighbour cell 2 taking into account per sharing operator load and UE QoS;

· Consequently, the re-claimed resource of Operator B could be used by Operator A’s UEs temporarily to maintain the service quality.

3. Proposal
In this contribution, the feature is analyzed of mobility load balancing on the PLMN basis, then following proposal is provided.
Proposal 1: it is not needed to enhance the existing Mobility Settings Change procedure.
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