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Discussion
1 Introduction 
In the area of UE grouping currently two scenarios have already been captured in TR 37.822 in order to explore whether UE grouping can bring any benefit while resolving inter vendor interoperability, if any. Scenario 1 considers a ping-pong situation to explore what extra information is needed by a target node to minimise ping-pong. Scenario 2 pertains to the way Mobility Setting Change procedure is currently defined that can allow for very different implementations while limiting the available range for the negotiation. Scenario 2 is in fact a result of different interpretation of mobility settings change that is possible with eNBs belonging to different vendors.
This paper pertains to Scenario 1 and in RAN3 #81 three different solutions were presented on the issue of what kind of extra information is needed. With regard to Solution 3, this paper tries to see what the best practice that can be adopted.
2 Discussion

The following 3 Solutions are identified for the ping-pong problem scenario identified in [1]:
1. Solution without Additional Information: the argument is that the current specification allows an eNB to have the required information to minimise ping-pong.
2. Solution with additional information but without pre-defined UE groups.
3. Solutions with pre-defined UE groups

2.1 Solutions with pre-defined UE Groups:
The Arguments that were put against the proposal of indicating pre-defined UE group information is that it may not be future proof. This is because in future new criterion may be used to group UEs while the old criterion may become obsolete. The best practice to deal with such a situation is to define only the important grouping criterion that is always future proof (e.g., speed, RT/NRT) and leave other ambiguous criteria for the operators to define. This is very similar to the way quality class indicator (QCI) is standardized.
Proposal 1: RAN3 is requested to see whether it is better to make the standardisation of UE grouping criteria very analogous to that of QCI. 
3 Conclusion and proposals
This paper examined Scenario 1further and tried to suggest a best practice in relation to how to standardise the extra piece of information (e.g., UE Grouping) that is required to minimise ping-pong. Based on this, it makes the following proposal:
Proposal 1: RAN3 is requested to see whether it is better to make the standardisation of UE grouping criteria very analogous to that of QCI. 
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