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1. Introduction
The coordination between MRO and MLB use cases have been captured as an unsolved problem in Further Self Optimizing Networks (SON) enhancements. An integration approach discussion was proposed in R3-112031 in RAN3#73 meeting, which gives some thought to eliminate the possibility of potential conflicting operations between MRO and MLB, and also reduce burden and complexity of centralized coordination solutions in SA5. This paper would like to give some baseline considerations on such integration approach.
2. Discussion

2.1 Consideration of network scenarios
In the actual network deployment, when running individual procedures, the roles and significance of MLB and MRO in variable scenarios are quite different. Therefore, these use cases need to be treated and integrated in different ways according to different scenarios.

In single-layer intra-LTE networks, the handover trigger modification of MLB operation should be limited, in order to avoid bringing MRO problems. In such networks, network operator pays more attention to solve the problem of too early handover, too late handover and ping-pong handover than load balance use. In this case, the scope and extend of MLB are rather limited which can be illustrated in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 Sample figure of MLB range in Intra-LTE
MLB has lower priority, so mobility self-optimization in this case mainly considers MRO operation.
According to [1], in the IRAT/inter-layer scenarios, the integration or coordination between MRO and MLB becomes more complicated. The functions of such networks deployment and related scenarios types should be identified first. According to different deployment functions and reasons, the related network scenarios can be classified as:
· Based on radio coverage problem type
· Based on service/operator policies use type
· Based on hybrid reasons type
Scenarios based on radio coverage problem are mainly used as hotspot for holes or coverage extension. In such case, the role of MLB is far from significance, and the mobility self-optimisation integration/coordination should mainly consider MRO function.
Scenarios based on service/operator policies use, for example in intra-RAT inter-layer networks or IRAT networks, the cause of such deployment concentrates mainly on differentiated service or off-load use. Hence, MLB functions should be widely used in this case.

Scenarios based on hybrid reasons contain both radio coverage based factor and service based factor. The possible capability and functions of cells in such scenarios should be distinguished first, then the mobility self-optimization priority and integration/coordination solutions could be identified, which can be illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 Sample figure for hybrid reasons network deployment
To conclude, the integration/coordination between MRO and MLB should be classified into 2 ways: one way mainly considers MRO function and the other way takes MLB function highly as long as there is no HO failure or radio link failure (RLF).
2.2 Consideration of Integration schedule
The purpose of integration of the mobility self-optimization use cases is to avoid potential conflicting whilst reduce the burden and complexity of centralized coordination. Hence, considering compatibility with existing SON use cases, the integration of MRO and MLB should include two phases.
In order to reduce the potential conflicting, according to the discussion in 2.1, in Phase 1 we should accomplish the coordination solution based on different priority for MLB and MRO in different type scenarios, retaining the integrity of original use case functions.

Furthermore, in Phase 2, in order to reduce the burden and complexity of coordination of mobility self-optimization, MRO and MLB should be integrated into one new use case which has separate options for operator service/policies based scenarios and radio coverage based scenarios.
3. Conclusions
Based on the discussion above, the following proposals have been presented. 

Proposal 1: The priority of MRO and MLB function in different network deployment is not the same. The integration/coordination approach between MRO and MLB should be classified differently based on scenarios type.
Proposal 2: The integration of MRO and MLB should contain two phases: Phase 1 should accomplish the coordination solution based on priorities in different type scenarios, retaining the integrity of existing MRO and MLB use cases; Phase 2 aims to merge MRO and MLB into one new use case to reduce mobility optimization management, which has separate options for operator service/policies based scenarios and radio coverage based scenarios. 
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