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1 Introduction
UE grouping was discussed in RAN3#82 and an evaluation table was agreed in [1]. In this paper we analyse the impact of this evaluation table and suggest a text for the conclusion in the TR. 

2 Discussion
The evaluation table indicates that there are drawbacks related to flexibility for solution 3a and 3b. The main problem is that since the groups used for mobility are pre-defined in the standard, it would require that these groups are all agreed in the standard and also that it would not be allowed to use other groups than these. 
Moreover, there is an inherent problem with predefining the groups. In one sense, we would prefer to have as many groups as possible to allow for more flexibility for vendors. On the other hand, from signaling point of view, it would be beneficial to restrict the number of groups. Otherwise, there would be a need to negotiate handover trigger values for a very large number of groups.

There are however some possible solutions to reduce these problems. One solution is to only define the criteria (speed, bearer type, traffic volume, QoS, …) in the specification and let OAM configure which groups should be actually used in the system. This could be compared to the usage of QCI, where it is possible for an operator to define new QCI values based on a set of defined criteria. Although this solution would have its advantages, it should be noted that we would still need to standardize the criteria to be used. Agreeing to these in Rel12 may prove difficult but it may also be difficult and cumbersome to introduce new criteria in future releases, since this requires that the group agrees when introducing each criteria. 

Due to the complexity of the mobility algorithms, and the large impact on the system, and on the performance of the system, the mobility algorithms have so far been considered to be completely left to implementation. This is for example the reason why we defined the handover trigger to be used in the MSC procedure instead of, for example, exchanging the parameters used for measurement configuration of the UE.

Therefore, we believe that it would be beneficial to not consider a solution that require the use of only predefined groups, i.e. solution 3a and 3b. On the other hand, we do not rule out the possibility for a hybrid solution with a few pre-defined groups (or pre-defined criteria) and the ability to use vendor specific groups not pre-defined by standard, i.e. a combination of solution 2c and 3a. 

3 Proposal

We propose that:

· the solutions should not rely only on pre-defined groups/criteria, and 
· we choose to continue working on solution 1, 2a and a combined solution 2c+3a 
A text proposal for TR 37.822 can be found in the Annex.
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5 Annex – Text proposal
---- text proposal start ---
5
Conclusions

Regarding SON for UE types and solutions to address the ping-pong problem, it was agreed that a solution solely relying on predefined UE groups or criteria are not beneficial as they are too limiting for the implementation freedom of the handover functionality. On the other hand, there are some benefits of having pre-defined groups and would be possible to merge the proposed solutions 2c and 3a into a solution that has predefined groups but also the possibility to use implementation specific groups. Hence, solutions 1, 2a and a combination of 2c and 3a are agreed to be considered for further work.

---- text proposal ends ---
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