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1.
Overall description:
RAN2 would like to thank RAN1 for the LS R1-091127 on mobility performance evaluation. 
RAN2 recommendations on specific questions about mobility evaluation are provided below. RAN2 would like to note that the values of the RRC configured parameters below (MRM triggers, RLF triggers etc) are the values considered appropriate for a given scenario. These values do not rule out the use of other values for mobility evaluation, although it should be noted that in case other values are used, careful assessment of the consequences and results should be possible.

Parameters specified by RAN2
· Typical Message Sizes: Can RAN2 provide typical values of message sizes for measurement report and handover command as listed in Section 5.1.2.1 of [4]?

[RAN2]  Though the measurement report message size varies depending on the radio conditions, RAN2 recommends 128 bits, based on no inter-RAT or inter-frequency reporting. 
The handover command message size is also subject to fluctuation, depending on the configuration assigned by the target cell. A typical value of 296 bits can be assumed. A value of 448 bits can be assumed for the case of a VoIP UE with SPS configuration.
In addition, for the HO complete message, 96 bits can be assumed.

The above values are understood to include the overhead of MAC and higher layers.

· Measurement report trigger: RAN2 specifies a “time to trigger” value for the measurement reports that cause the network to trigger handover. Is RAN2 able to specify a guideline value for this parameter?

[RAN2] The time to trigger value depends on the deployment, and a range of values are used in UTRAN. The following range of values could be used but it is important to note that optimisation of TTT value for a given scenario needs to be considered when going actual performance analyses. 
UE Speed 
TTT [ms]
3 km/h

320-1280
(0-320 for Manhattan model)
50 km/h

0-640ms
(0-320 for Manhattan model)
120 km/h 
0-320 
250 km/h
0-320


In addition to the time to trigger, RAN2 would also like to point out that the offset for the measurement of event A3 plays an important role in the generation of the measurement report. Like for TTT also for Offset value it is important to optimise the offset value for the given scenario. 

UE Speed 
Offset
3 km/h

0-3 dB
50 km/h 

1-3 dB 
(0-3 for Manhattan deployment)

120 km/h
2-4.5 dB
250 km/h
2-4.5 dB

RAN2 specified L3 filtering for measurement reporting in RRC and would like to recommend both using typical value of k=4 as well as value 0 corresponding to no L3 filtering at all.. The filter coefficient is 2^(-4k), and the filter sample time is 200ms. 
It is worth noting that all these different parameters like TTT, offset values and L3 filter assumptions affect the measurement reporting triggering quality and delay and therefore it is important that these parameters are jointly optimised for given scenario. This could e.g. be achieved by selecting a set of values per scenario in order to understand how these different parameters affect the handover performance and what would be the suitable set of parameters.
It should also be noted that in a practical network, it can be difficult to configure optimised parameter values for each UE depending e.g., on UE speed. In Rel-8 speed dependent scaling of time-to-trigger is supported, based on the number of handovers (excluding ping-pongs) in a given time period, with details provided in 5.5.6.2 of [2]. All other parameters cannot be scaled autonomously by the UE, and a single value optimal for a given deployment needs to be configured by the network.

As noted earlier, the above recommendations do not rule out results that use values in addition to the recommended values.
· Upper layer filtering for RLF trigger: RAN2 specifies in RRC a filtering mechanism for physical layer indications of radio link problem detection. Is RAN2 able to specify a guideline value for these parameters? 
[RAN2] The upper layer filtering for RLF trigger consists of parameters specified by RRC, N310, N311, T310 and T311. 
The N310 parameter is the number of successive indications from PHY that initiate the RLF detection, and N311 is the number of successive indications in-sync indications that cause the cancellation of RLF. RAN2 would like to recommend 
N310=1 

N311=1 
T310=100ms, 200ms. In addition, 1 second is the default value for test purposes (36.508), and this value may be used further reduce the number of RLFs.

T311= 1-3 sec. In addition, 10 second is the default value for test purposes (36.508), and this value may be used in some cases such as high speed train.
· Processing and Backhaul Latency:  Can RAN2 confirm the values regarding processing and backhaul latency in Section 5.1.2.2 in [4]?

[RAN2] Given the range of latencies possible, RAN2 would like to recommend studying mobility performance across a set of values, with values of 5ms, 10ms as the one way backhaul latency between two eNB. 

The processing time of 10ms per node as stated in the attachment provided by RAN1 is appropriate.

2.
Actions:
To TSG-RAN WG1:
RAN2 kindly asks RAN1 to take the above information into account for mobility performance evaluation.
3.
Dates of Next TSG RAN WG2 Meetings:

3GPP RAN2#57

May 4-8

San Francisco
USA
3GPP RAN2#57bis
June 29-Jul 03
Los Angeles
USA

[1] RP-081137. “E-UTRAN Mobility Evaluation and Enhancement”
[2] 3GPP TS 36.331. “E-UTRA: Radio Resource Control (RRC) Protocol specification”

[3] R1-091126.
“TP for TR on E-UTRAN Mobility Evaluation and Enhancement”
