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1 Introduction

The purpose of this contribution is to summarize the open points regarding intra-LTE parameter negotiation for MLB and to capture the agreements reached via offline discussions. Other contributions (linked to intra-LTE cell load definition) on the same agenda item have also been extensively discussed and are proposed for online discussion.
2 Starting point for discussion
Starting point for discussion is the baseline CR R3-092732, as well as the following CRs proposed on top of this baseline CR:

· R3-092891 (Motorola)

· R3-093056 (Nokia Siemens Networks)

· R3-092942 (Alcatel-Lucent)

· R3-093003 (CMCC, CATT, CATR, Samsung, ZTE)

Associated discussion papers are:

· R3-092812 (CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, CATR, Samsung, ZTE: "Way Forward for Allowed Range when Negotiation")

· R3-093055 (NSN: "Additional information on the Handover Trigger value needed for HO negotiations")

· R3-092941 (ALU: "Adaptation of HO thresholds: Levels of information exchange")

· R3-093114 (ALU: "Cause values for MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message")

Based on discussions conducted at 3GPP RAN WG3 #66 meeting, the drafting group provides the proposals given below.
3 Discussion and proposals
3.1 Provided information for HO settings in source and target
Two important open points concerning the negotiation procedure are:

· shall information concerning eNB1 be included in the MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message?
· the nature (absolute values, relative values, ranges) of the information provided for eNB1 and eNB2.
Several companies considers that information concerning the source eNB1 included in the MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST helps to reduce the number of assumptions to be made in eNB SON algorithms. This information also increases the flexibility of the negotiation procedure (can be used to indicate modifications in eNB1).
Proposal 1: Include optional proposed source information in MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message. This proposal is supported by several companies [NSN, QC, NEC, ZTE, CATT, ALU].
Options for the nature of the information provided for eNB1 and eNB2 are:

· Delta value (e.g. Handover Trigger Change as currently in the baseline CR)

· Absolute value (e.g. Handover Trigger value, cf. CR from NSN)

· Range of acceptable delta values

· Absolute value + range of acceptable absolute values
An absolute value presents the advantage of improved robustness of the negotiation procedure, and may simplify converges of SON algorithms. However, if an absolute value of the handover trigger is used, the definition should be further clarified. Currently an agreed textual definition is provided in the baseline CR. In addition, the following inequality is proposed: 

Mn - Ms > Tcn
where

Mn is measured reception of neighbour cell

Ms is measured reception of serving celll

Tcn is the Handover Trigger value

At least one company considers that the use of this definition for handover trigger may reduce implementation freedom, and proposes the definition to be FFS.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to use delta value + current absolute value + possibly range of absolute values. This proposal is supported by several companies [NSN, QC, NEC, ZTE, CATT]. Definition of the absolute value is FFS.

3.2 Need for load information
A company has proposed to include load information in the MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message. Most companies don't see need for this, and will avoid redundance with existing procedure.
3.3 Extensions to MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message
In case of failure, information provided from eNB2 to eNB1 is considered to help convergence of eNBs SON algorithms.
Proposal 3: In MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message, mandatorily include acceptable range (range of deltas is sufficient) for appropriate failure cause values (out of range).
For subsequent MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST from eNB1 to eNB2, the eNB2 is expected to accept the request within range indicated in the MC failure message.

Current baseline CR contains failure cause values proposed during RAN3#65bis needing improvements according to meeting minutes. 

Proposal 4: Add following cause to MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message. This proposal is supported by the same companies supporting proposal 1.
	Handover Trigger change in the source not allowed
	The action failed because the proposed Handover Trigger parameter change in the eNB1 Mobility Parameters Information IE is not acceptable.


Proposal 5: Drafting group proposes to add following cause to MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message:

	Mobility Change Procedure disabled
	HO negotiation procedure is not enabled or available (FFS if this cause could be combined with " Handover Trigger value not supported").


Proposal 6: Drafting group (with exception of Huawei and ZTE) proposes to add following cause to MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message:

	Invalid Cause value
	eNB not expecting the received Cause value


3.4 Handling of abnormal situations
Proposal 7: The drafting group proposes to add following cause to MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message:

	Set to Normal HO trigger (exact cause name is FFS)
	Set HO trigger setting to that configured by O&M or the latest setting via MRO


This cause is only to be used if eNB1 didn't receive neither MOBILITY CHANGE ACKNOWLEDGE nor MOBILITY CHANGE FAILURE message from eNB2 (description to  be added in section 8.3.x1.4).
Failure handling in case of criss cross should be described.
Proposal 8: The drafting group proposes to add the following text to the 8.3.x1.4 section:
"If the initiating eNB1 receives a MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message from the peer entity on the same X2 interface the eNB1 should answer with a  MOBILITY CHANGE  FAILURE message with cause set to an appropriate value."
3.5 Extension of the usage of parameter negotiation procedure

The parameter negotiation procedure is designed for modification of the Handover Trigger.parameter. This parameter will also need adaptation for Mobility Robustness Optimisation use-cases, and it therefore seems natural to use the same procedure for this purpose.
Proposal 9:  The drafting group proposes to add following cause to MOBILITY CHANGE REQUEST message:

	MRO
	The reason for mobility settings change is mobility robustness


4 Conclusion
In the above text we have drafted a set of proposals. Those proposals limit the scope of the discussion on the issues that are still open. Considering the limited time left for SON WI, it is proposed to agree on the above proposal as the way forward regarding intra-LTE handover parameter negotiation procedure.
