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1	Introduction
CB: # 18_HOreselParamRangesMLB
· (Nok) OAM requirements for automatic parameter adaptation for NR SON should correspond to the requirements defined for LTE; no changes in the past 11 years (see R3-102518)
· (HW) allowed range is defined by the allowed range of the handover triggers
· (E///) HO and/or reselection parameters SA5 should provide ranges to are the Maximum deviation of
Handover Trigger and the Minimum time between Handover Trigger changes; clarify in st2
(Nok - moderator)
[NWM] Summary of offline disc R3-212615

2	For the Chairman’s Notes
It is proposed:
A response to SA5 is sent, where it is clarified that:
· The requirements provided in R3-205542 has not been changed, i.e. the Maximum deviation of HandoverTrigger and the Minumum time between Handover Trigger changes need to be controlled by OAM.
· SA5 may consider requirements for LTE, as defined based on R3-102518, as a reference point, that NRrequires own definitions.
LS out in R3-212200 rev in R3-212840 - agreed (final)
Possible further clarifications of the stage-2 requirements are FFS (contribution-driven).

3	Discussion
RAN3 has received an LS from SA5 requesting guidance for the scopes of the mobility parameters that may be subject of SON actions [1].
In [2], it is noted that a very similar question was asked at the time the initial SON solutions for LTE were defined. At the time, RAN3 created a stage-2 definition that then was copied to NR, so it is expected that also the requirements for parameter ranges are the same.
Question 1: Do companies agree that the general requirements for parameters scopes in the OAM SON control are the same for NR as they were for LTE, if stage-2 requirements are the same (in short: up to implementation)? If yes, please explain the reason for different requirements.
Feedback Form 1: Possible difference to LTE SON requirements
	1 – Nokia Poland
[Nokia] As explained in [2], the OAM requirements in stage-2 are identical for NR SON as they were in LTE SON. Considering that the LTE SON requirements for OAM were defined in response to SA5’s question in 2010, it is reasonable to assume the response for NR SON should be about the same.

	2 – Ericsson-LG Co.
We do not disagree with this approach, but to have clarity on the subject it would be better to spell out what parameters SA5 should tackle. We would suggest to avoid cross referencing to LTE and simply state what is needed in order to avoid any confusion. Just like in LTE, the parameters SA5 needs to focus on are the Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger and the Minimum time between Handover Trigger changes

	3 – ZTE Corporation
Although the OAM requirements in stage-2 for NR SON are identical as that in LTE, we should clarify what parameters SA5 should provide ranges to in detail, i.e. the Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger and the Minumum time between Handover Trigger changes. However, as discussed in [4], a related LS has been agreed to send to SA5 in RAN3#109-e (R3-205542), why did SA5 not consider this LS before?

	4 – Huawei Technologies Sweden AB
We think we can also refer to the LS we just responded to SA5 where we stated: that the OAM requirements are aligned with the principles used for LTE where OAM provides the Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger and the Minimum time between Handover Trigger changes. Therefore, the latter two parameters are those RAN3 requests SA5 to specify as a consequence of the text above, agreed in TS38.300.

	5 – Samsung R&D Institute UK
Share the same view with HW and ZTE


In [4] and [6], it is proposed to refer respond that the parameter ranges shall enable full range of the Mobility Trigger (and minimal time interval between the changes [6]). Also an exchange of LSes from the earlier stages of NR SON development is referred to [4].
Question 2: Do companies agree that the guidance concerning enabling full range of the Mobility Trigger need to be provided? Should it be done as a clarification for the reference to the response related to the LTE SON, or instead of it?
Feedback Form 2: Clarification of the LTE requirements or new requirements for OAM
1 – Nokia Poland
[Nokia] We don’t think it is needed to provide further guidance (as compared to the response provided in 2010), but if it is desired, it is all right for us to clarify the response with the reference to the Mobility trigger range. However, we think the response provided in 2010 should be referred to, too – unless proved to be outdated, but that shall be explained.
	2 – Ericsson-LG Co.
As specified in [8] the parameters of interest to SA5 are the Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger and the Minimum time between Handover Trigger changes. This is what we should convey in the reply LS

	3 – ZTE Corporation
As discussed in Question 1, a reply LS could be needed for clarification. But the relation between this reply LS and the agreed LS in RAN3#109-e should be clarified to avoid duplication work.

	4 – Huawei Technologies Sweden AB
WE can mention both the parameters and that the same principle remains

	5 – Huawei Technologies Sweden AB
#3 :
Also agree with ZTE that it s good to refer to the recent LS

	6 – Samsung R&D Institute UK
Agree with ZTE


Finally, in [7], it is proposed to clarify stage-2 description even further (it is spelled out that the OAM control should enable full range of the Mobility Trigger and min time interval between the changes).
Question 3: Do companies see the need to clarify the requirements for OAM in stage-2 even further?
Feedback Form 3: Further stage-2 clarification
	1 – Nokia Poland
[Nokia] No, we don’t think any specific clarification for NR SON is needed. The same requirement declaration for LTE SON has not triggered any problems so far.

	2 – Ericsson-LG Co.
Section ”15.5.1.4 Adapting handover and/or reselection configuration” of TS38.300, which describes how HO/reselection configuration is managed, states that ”All automatic changes on the HO and/or reselection parameters must be within the range allowed by OAM.”, without specifying what are the parameters OAM can modify. In order to avoid future confusion it would be good to clarify in TS38.300 what these parameters are, especially when RAN3 has consensus on the range of parameters in question. Relying on a reply LS from 2010 is not optimal, as anyone not exposed to that discussion would not know about that LS. Ultimately, RAN3 needs to guarantee clarity in the specifications, independently of LS content. We therefore support the very simple clarification in [7]

	3 – ZTE Corporation Same opinion as Question 2.

	4 – Huawei Technologies Sweden AB Agree with NOK - no change needed


5 – Samsung R&D Institute UK
Agree with Nokia and HW

4	Conclusion
If needed
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