3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #81
R3-131548
Barcelona, Spain, August 19-23, 2013
Agenda item:

10.1.1
Source:
NSN
Title:
Text proposal on solutions for SON for UE types
Document for:

Discussion and approval
1 Introduction
At RAN3 #81, at the online discussion, following minutes were captured:

	CB: TP integration for SON for UE part in R3-131548 (NSN)

· From R3-131286 (HW) review the solutions and provide clean TP for TR

· Timer solution may be introduced also

· Alternative c in solution 2 of R3-131286 (HW) which correspond to solution 4) “eNB includes ... “ R3-131286 (NSN)

· From R3-131432 (Samsung) review the scenario 1 and only capture the delta, if any, with existing one and clarify if “fast UE” should be included or not? And provide TP for TR 

· From R3-131477 (ALU) accept the change relative to proposal 3 only with a better description of UEs i.e. correct “legacy UES” ... find better wording

· From R3-131490 solution to scenario 1 is cover by HW, may need TP improvement in HW contribution. Solution to scenario 2 needs to be consider in same way as HW proposal (wording) and need a check if there is already similar proposal


The text proposal for [1], presented below, aims at formalizing these conclusions.

2 Text proposal

	*** Fist change ***


4.1.1
Ping-pong event

Problem description:

Enabling wider differentiation of mobility setting may be needed in the system (homogeneous and heterogeneous scenarios), but may create issues, such as ping-pongs. Example scenarios are presented below (further scenarios are FFS).

Scenario 1:

When load balancing is used to resolve congestion in the source cell, and the Mobility Settings Change procedure is used to adapt the handover trigger point to the target cell, some UE categories may be subject to ping-pong depending on how the UE category is handled in the target cell. A UE belonging to such UE category is handed over from the congested source cell to the target cell while located far out in the edge of the target cell. While the eNB serving the target cell is aware that handing over the UE back to the congested cell within a certain time window is a ping pong event it is FFS whether the eNB serving the target cell needs additional information for further handover decisions. These decisions are typically based on a trade off between the risk for failure and ping pong.

Solutions:

The following solutions have been identified:
1. Solution without additional information - The existing information such as load information, measurement configuration, QoS parameters and UE capabilities can be used to assess the offset used for a handover and likelihood of connection failure of the served UE. Therefore, current specifications enable an eNB to have information for avoiding unnecessary handovers back to the source cell.
2. Solution with additional information but without pre-defined UE groups - In this solution the source eNB sends an indication in the handover request to the target eNB to give additional information about each handover

a. Signal the offset from the agreed handover trigger used for this handover. 

b. Signal a timer to inform the target that it should not hand over the UE back to source within the given time.
c. Signal a group identity (defined at source as a bit string) in the Mobility Setting Change procedure; later, the target, if it accepted the new mobility settings, applies the new settings to the UEs handed over successfully with the same group identity signaled in the HO preparations.
3. Solution with pre-defined UE groups - In this solution, the groups are defined in the standard. The mobility settings change procedure is extended to include negotiation of the predefined groups.

a. The eNB exchange the group ID in the handover request 

b. The groups are based on commonly known parameters, like UE capabilities or release or bearer class 
4.1.2
Mobility Settings Change interpretation

Problem description:

The way the Mobility Setting Change procedure is defined allows for very different implementations, also such that may reduce the available range for the negotiation. To depict it, the following example may be considered: 

There are two eNBs, eNB A, whose vendor considers the procedure as “advisory” and relies on its implementation, and eNB B where the procedure is considered binding and where the mobility decisions are made according to the agreed mobility settings. If the two eNBs are to negotiate the mobility setting, the eNB A may propose rather big changes, assuming that if there is a UE that can not handle such a big extensions, the mobility implementation will hand over the UE sooner. Despite the fact that the specifications do not mandate to apply the negotiated handover to all UEs, the eNB B may reject such a request because some UEs (e.g. legacy UEs) may not be able to handle it. And since the standard states that eNB A should consider the response before executing the planned change, the available range for the load balancing may be reduced.

Solutions:

The problem can be solved in different ways:

· Clarify that the negotiation is for the least sensitive UE (typically legacy UEs). 

· Clarify that the negotiation is for the most sensitive UEs.
The clarification can be added as a specification or as an information element in the Mobility Setting Change procedure.
Alternatively, the problem may be considered as irrelevant, because the ambiguity was present in the procedure since the Rel.9, when it was first specified. Then, the handover trigger points established via Mobility Setting Change procedures should be interpreted as a recommendation that, whenever possible, the negotiated handover trigger point shall be respected.
	*** Remaining text not changed ***
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